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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Base Summary Sheet 

e Contract Management Command Internat onal (DCMCI] 
Dayton, Ohio 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide command and control, including operational and management control and oversight, for 
13 overseas Defense Contract Management Area Operations (DCMAO) offices located outside 
the continental United States. 

RECOMMENDATION: Realign Defense Contract Managc rnent Command International 

Realign DCMCI (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio and merge its mission into the Defense 
Contract Management Command Headquarters (DCMC HQ), Ft. Belvoir, Virginia. 

JUSTIFICATION 

iY The DCMCI mission could be performed fiom any locality. 
Military judgment concluded that merging the mission with DCMC HQ affords the 

opportunity to capitalize on operational and management oversight and to maximize use of 
shared overhead with DCMC. 

It also afford the opportunity to take advantage of the close proximity to the State 
Department and the international support infrastructure in Washington, D.C. and surrounding 
areas. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS 

One-Time Cost: $ 3.1 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 8.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 3.1 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 38.7 million 
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u MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Militarv 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Civilian Students 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations do not prohibit the recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: John Glenn 
Mike DeWine 

Representative: 7-y P. [d& CO&-/M - 3 > h h  I*: asic) \  ~ c o i u - k , L )  

Governor: v w  V .  VIL :  \ n ~ ~ i c h  
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MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Since this action affects unexecuted relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it 
causes no net change in employment in the Columbus, Ohio metropolitan statistical area. 
However, the anticipated employment increase of less than 0.1 percent in the employment base 
in this area will not occur. 

Potential Employment Loss: -jobs (-direct and -indirect) 
[City] MSA Job Base: -jobs 
Percentage: - percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): - percent decrease 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

1111 

Marilyn Wasleskiflnteragency Issues Team/03/11/95 1 :26 PM 
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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

SE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT S O U T H C M D S W  

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide command and control, operational support and management oversight for 90 Defense 
Contract Management Area Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices 
@PROS) located throughout the continental United States. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish Defense Contract Management District South 

Relocate its missions to the Defense Contract Management District Northeast and Defense 
Contract Management District West. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Due to the impact of DOD Force Structure drawdown, budget cuts, and the resulting 
b decline in acquisition workload, a number of Defense Contract Management Area Service 

cC) (DCMASs) and DPROs have been disestablished thereby reducing the span of control 
responsibility at the Defense Contract Management Districts. 

As the drawdown continues, the number of DCMAOsDPROs is expected to decline even 
further. 

The closure of a district and realignment of assigned DCMAOs and DPROs to the remaining 
two districts is feasible with only a moderate risk. 

Although, the difference between second and third place was not sufficiently broad to dictate 
a clear decision by itself, DCMD South received the lowest Military Value score. 

Military judgment determined that a single DCMD presence on each coast is necessary. A 
west coast DCMD is required because of the high dollar value of contracts and the significant 
weapon-systems related workload located on the West Coast. 

There is a higher concentration of workload in the Northeast, in terms of span of control, 
field personnel provided support services, numbers of contracts, and value of contract dollars 
obligated than in the South. In addition, DCMD Northeast supports its DCMAOs and DPROs 
with a lower ratio of headquarters to field personnel than DCMD South. 
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) COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

-1 
One-Time Cost: $ 3.8 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 7.9 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 6.1 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 year) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 75.8 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ACTION (EXCLUDES CONTRACTORS) 

M i l k  Civilian Students 

Baseline 

Reductions 2 101 - 
Realignments 3 40 - 
Total 5 141 - 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
?) INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

luu Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
MdlWY civilian M i k X Y  Civilian mho! Civilian 

5 164 0 0 (5 )  (1 64)* 

*This figure includes 23 contractor employees. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations do not prohibit the recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Sam Nunn 
Paul Coverdell 

Representative: Bob Barr 
Governor: Zell Miller 
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'l w' ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 275 jobs (169 direct and 106 indirect) 
Atlanta, GA MSA Job Base: 1,923,937 jobs 

.Ma - 
Y - .  , 0.0 percent decrease 

d .  

dative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 0.0 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

Job loss. 

,& " 

- 9 
ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

yyyl Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

Marilyn Wasleskinnteragency Issues Team/04/12/95 10:36 AM 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide command and control, operational support and management oversight for Contract 
Management Area Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) 
located in the continental United States. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Redirect from BRAC 1993 Commission Recommendation 

This is a redirection of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation: "Relocate the 
Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, California, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Los Angeles, California, or space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy 
and the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." The current recommendation is expanded to read: 
Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los Angeles/Long 
Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and the Port 
AuthoritylCity of Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost- 
effective for DoD. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
The President's Five-Point Revitalization Plan has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to 
consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach. The 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 10.3 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 10.9 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 4.2 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (immediate) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 5 1.2 million 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ACTION (EXCLUDES CONTRACTORS) 

wi Militarv Civilian Students 

Baseline 

br:ii. -,-,. , Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Militarv Civilian u h I Y  Civilian Militarv Civilian 

0 0 2 20 2 20 

/+= ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS ' I  
Environmental consideration do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Barbara Boxer 
Diane Feinstein 

Representative: Jane H m a n  
Governor: Pete Wilson 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The relocation of DCMDW to Long Beach will have no impact on the jobs within the region 
since all personnel will be relocated to the new site. 

Potential Employment Loss: 0 jobs (0 direct and 0 indirect) 
Los Angeles-Long Beach MSA Job Base: 4,989,503 jobs 
Percentage: 0 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-200 1): 0 percent decrease 
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& MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

There are no significant community concerns/issues involved with this realignment. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency Issues Team/04/12/95 10:35 AM 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH (DCMDS) 
Marietta, GA 

22 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Col. Lloyd T. Watts, Jr., Commander 

w Michael F. Vezeau, Deputy Commander 
Doris Sciara, DCMDS 
Mary Whitlock, DCMDS 
Chester Orndorff, DCMDS 
Buddy Guidi, DCMDS 
CDR Lee Bandlow, DCMDS 
Eve Williams, DCMDS 
Phyllis Patrick, DCMDS 
Malcolm Dean, DCMDS 
Robert Murphy, DCMDS 
J.R. Tarr, DCMDS 
James L. Bauer, DCMDS 
Edward L. Corley, DCMDS 
Roy Robinson, Senator Nunn Staff Representative 
Craig Satterlee, Cobb County Habitat for Humanity 
Brain Noyes, Senator Coverdell Staff Representative 
John Watson, Congressman Barr Staff Representative 
Fred Aiken, Congressman Gingrich Representative 
Don Beaver, Cobb County Director of Economic Development, 

Governor's Military Advisory Council 
Susan Naurn, American Red Cross 
Connie Kirk, Tommy Nobis Center 

.) Jeff McClellan, Tommy Nobis Center 



BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Defense Contract Management District South (DCMDS) provides command and control, 
operational support, and management oversight for Contract Management Area Operations 
(DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) located in the continental United 
States. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Disestablish Defense Contract Management District South 

Relocate its missions to the Defense Contract Management District Northeast and Defense 
Contract Management District West. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Due to the impact of DoD Force Structure drawdown, budget cuts, and the resulting 
decline in acquisition workload, a number of Defense Contract Management Area Service 

ryl 
(DCMASs) and DPROs have been disestablished thereby reducing the span of control 
responsibility at the Defense Contract Management Districts. 

As the drawdown continues, the number of DCMAOsIDPROs is expected to decline even 
further. 

The closure of a district and realignment of assigned DCMAOs and DPROs to the remaining 
two districts is feasible with only a moderate risk. 

Although, the difference between second and third place was not sufficiently broad to dictate 
a clear decision by itself, DCMD South received the lowest Military Value score. 

Military judgment determined that a single DCMD presence on each coast is necessary. A 
west coast DCMD is required because of the high dollar value of contracts and the significant 
weapon-systems related workload located on the West Coast. 

There is a higher concentration of workload in the Northeast, in terms of span of control, 
field personnel provided support services, numbers of contracts, and value of contract dollars 
obligated than in the South. In addition, DCMD Northeast supports its DCMAOs and DPROs 
with a lower ratio of headquarters to field personnel than DCMD South. 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
113, 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Contract Management District South. 
This briefing covered the District's mission, operations, capabilities, and personnel. This 
briefing was followed by a Community Presentation. This visit concluded with a walking tour of 
the office space. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

DCMDS currently has about 237 civilians on board. Forty civilians are scheduled to be 
realigned and 101 eliminated. Fifty-four are scheduled to be eliminated because of force 
structure reductions. The remaining 42 will remain. However, because the area of 
competition includes some of the of the DCMAOs and DPROs, over 500 people will be 
affected by the RIF because of bumping rights. 
DCMDS currently handles 134,420 contracts involving 3,369 contractors. The contracts 
value $235.5 billion. 
DCMDS has control over 7 DCMAOs and 19 DPROs. 
DCMDW would pick up 10 of these activities (2 DCMAOs and 8 DPROs). DCMDN would 
pick up 16 activities ( 5 DCMAOs and 1 1 DPROs). 
DCMDSs largest DCMAOs are collocated with the DCMDS. Under the BRAC95 
recommendation, the DCMAO would remain at the location. 
The office is located on Dobbins Air Force Base and does not pay lease costs. DCMDS is 
only responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of the building. 
Lockheed, a tenant at the Air Force Base, would like to have the space that would be vacated 
by DCMDS if the 1995 DoD recommendation is approved. 
Officials pointed out that a number of contractors are moving plant facilities to the south. 
For example, Grurnman recently moved its aircraft production work from Long Island, New 
York to St. Augustine, Florida. As a result, DCMDSs workload reduction has been slightly 
less than the other District Offices. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Community feels because of the recent trend of industries moving plants to the south, 
DLA should keep three DCMDS with smaller, leaner staffs. This will result in an improved 
military value to the customer. This is partly based on the trend of defense contractors to 
move operations to the south. 
Because of the continued Defense presence in the South, the cost to travel to the DCMAOs 
and DPROs will increase dramatically from DCMDN-Boston. The Community questions 
whether this cost was picked up in the COBRA. The Community stated that DCMDSs travel 
expenses had increased when the Baltimore DCMAO and DPRO fell under the command of 
DCMDS from the 1993 decision to close the Mid-Atlantic Region. DLA stated that there 



will be no significant impact on travel costs. Since many area and plant representative 
offices will be closed, any changes in travel costs will be negligible. 
The Community states that it is cheaper to maintain an office in Atlanta because locality pay 
is lower. In addition, the Community states that there is a strong labor pool to chose from in 
Atlanta. 
The Community is concerned that the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) will 
not be able to merge all of the data base files into two data bases. (DFAS is the contractor 
paying function.) After the 1993 decision, problems arose when DCMDN consolidated the 
workload from DCMD-Mid-Atlantic. The Community stated that the Director of DFAS in 
Columbus, Ohio has indicated, off the record, that there is no way the current hardware can 
handle two districts. For more information, the Community said to contact Mr. Steve Frisch 
of DFAS at (617) 693-4589. 
Another computer capability problem indicated by the Community is with the merger of 
AMIS--the Air Force's Automation Management Information System and MOCAS--the 
Mechanization of Contract Administrative Systems, which is still on-going. The Community 
stated that problems are occurring now and do not see the situation improving with only two 
offices. Because the Defense Finance and Accounting Office uses the same data base, the 
Community feels problems will get worse. Problems, such as, late payments, exorbitant 
interest fees due to late payments, and degradation of services to the contractor have already 
occurred. The Community asserts that an expert in MOCAS has stated, off the record, that 
further mergers are currently unmanageable until the MOCAS redesign is completed which 
will take 2 to 3 years. For more information , the Community said to contact Ms. Ethel Berg 
at (703) 274-7014 and Mr. Dennis Cherney at (614) 692- 9205. 
DCMDS contracts with the Tommy Nobis Center for mail and janitorial support. Tommy 
Nobis Center is a private, nonprofit organization that provides vocational and employment 
services to persons with unique vocational needs. DCMDS is the center's largest 
employment contract. DCMD South employees 25 people--1 7 with disabilities and 8 
counselors. These employees represent 76% of the people employed by Tommy Nobis and if 
DCMDS closes, these people, who are hard to place, would be put out of work. The Tommy 
Nobis Center employees paid $108,000 in taxes and saved $146,000 in public assistance 
costs. A representative of the Tommy Nobis Center spoke about the program and its benefits 
and said that if cost cutting is the goal, the government will not be saving money by closing 
DCMDS. 
The Community questions how DCMDS went from being ranked 2 out of 5 offices in 1993 
to 3 out of 3. 
The Community feels that DCMDS is being penalized for being efficient--they have 
continued to downsize--and are the contract management office with the lowest number of 
employees. In addition, they feel that their efforts to become efficient and implement new 
ideas have also been ignored. For example, they have taken the lead in implementing 
multifunctional teams. 
The Community contends that the fate of DCMDS was sealed after BRAC 93 when DLA 
split the workload of DCMD-Mid-Atlantic. Most of Mid-Atlantic's workload went to 
DCMDN-Boston. The Community stated the DCMDS had proposed to realigning the 
workload more equitably, but that proposal was ignored by DLA. 



av 
REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Explore Community contentions, specifically, the concerns brought up about the automated 
systems. 

Marilyn WasleskiIInteragency Issues Team/05/23/95 



THE PROPOSED CLOSING OF 
HQ DCMDS 





Doris to give opening remarks: 

6 who we are 

6 What we do 

History of our drawdown to present 



INTRODUCTION 

@I want to begin by stating that I am here as a member of the community, and 
employee from DCMD South. As a member of the community, I am entitled to h 
ions, as an employee of District South, I am not. I want to thank everyone 
but several people have indicated that they cannot stay very long due to ot 
ments. As such, we will try to make this forum as short as possible. 

Our emphasis today is simple: 227 people are in jeopardy of losing their jo 
seems to care. The headlines from the Georgia newspapers when the base clos 
first announced on 28 Fed shouted NO GEORGIA BASE CLOSINGS. When we 
called the newspapers to mention that District South was in fact on the list 
wanted to address our plight. Several employees in this building sent lett 
congressmen in Georgia; again, no one seemed to care. Not a single employe 
tacted by phone to receive further information; instead only routine form 1 
received. Another indication that no one seems to care, is the fact that t 
not informed of the regional base closing hearings for the states of Georgi 
until a few days prior to the hearing. On Friday, 31 Mar 95, employees were 
their all hands meeting that the regional Defense Base Closure and Realignm 
sion hearing would be held in Birmingham, AL on Tuesday, 4 Apr. 95. At that 
was too late for anyone to attend due to prior travel commitments. DCMC som 
glectedl1 to keep us informed of the official hearing. Other base closures 
necessary information of their hearing at least 3 weeks ahead of time. AGA * SEEMS TO CARE ABOUT US. And finally, 2 weeks ago, I sent letters to the ed 
several newspapers inviting them to this forum today. I thought for sure I 
least one phone call, especially in view of the fact that the Naval Air Sta - - -- 

an add on last week - but I did NOT get a single phone call. NO ONE CARES A 

US AND THATS THE WAY IT IS! 

Our agenda for today is simple: We will show that this district should rem 
rather than go down to two districts, one at Boston, and one at Los Angeles, 
sense to keep a district in Atlanta. We are lean and mean; and we challenge 
cilstricts to become lean and mean also. We will show that the criteria used 
that the military value given to us by DCMC is biased, and we will show that 
does have a positive impact on the local community. We will also show that 
business sense for this district to remain in Atlanta. 



ACCESSIBILITY 

II.. We will begin by introducing ourselves as SOUTHERNERS. That is not to say t - 

were born or raised here; just that we work here. But we believe that it ma 
ness sense that an agency the size of DCMC that has approximately 15000 empl 
should maintain a district presence in the south. This is where ITS AT: ii 
place of civil rights, it is an international city, it is the host city for 
Olympics, and it is the place where contractors are moving to from the nort 
GOOD BUSINESS SENSE TO KEEP US HERE. 

@ - Trans~ortation. Atlanta airport is one of the top 3 airports in the 
at times, it is even #1 in traffic. It serves as a hub for Delta and Trans 
recent construction of a new international concourse makes it is easier tha 
in and around Atlanta, As such, more and more contractors are moving into 
area. 

c - Climate. The climate in the south is a major draw for new contract0 
in. Spring and fall are temperate; summers are warm and winters are genera 
and mild. As a result, 15 of the top 20 US aerospace and defense contractor 
ties in Georgia as do 5 foreign aerospace firms. 

Il - c Colleses and Universities. There are 30 colleges and seven junior 
the metro Atlanta area, including the internationally recognized institutio 
University, Georgia Institute of Technology, Clark Atlanta University (whic 
passes Morehouse College, Morehouse Medical School, Spelman College, Clark 
University and Interdenominational Theological Center), Georgia State Unive 
versity of Southern Technology and Kennesaw State University. The availabi 
lege graduates offers an excellent source of high quality candidates for a 
tions . 

c - Birth Place of Civil Rishts. As hi story^ has shown, Atlanta is the b 
of civil rights. This district has maintained the following 100% diversity 

100% in employment of black males 
100% in employment of black females 
100% in employment of America2 Indian Males 
100% in employment of American Indian Females 

Over 70% of the nations 102 historical and predominantly black colleges and 
are located in the Southern District. If we are to continue in our pursuit 
ployees, it would be good business sense to maintain a district presence in u AND TO GIVE US SOME MORE INSIGHT INTO THIS AREA. IS PROFESSOR 
JEAN BROWN OF SPELMAN COLLEGE. 



@ - Medical Facilities. There are excellent medical facilities through 
Atlanta area, including Emory University which is a leader in health care r 

m t h i s  county alone, there are 4 hospitals, 3 mental health facilities, 5 pub1 
9 nursing homes and a number of privately operated neighborhood healthcare 
addition, the Centers for Disease Control is headquartered in the metro Atla 

@ - Housinq. And finally, housing. Many contrzctors are moving into A 
because of affordable housing. The average cost of a home in the Atlanta ar 
with prices ranging from $60,000 to $500,000 plus. 

AND TO GIVE US SOME ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THE HOUSING MAR- 
KET IS MR. Rick Arzet OF Coldwell Bankers REAL ESTATE COMPANY. 



COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

* We would like to thank the local community for their interest, and give you 
examples of our community involvement. 

@ - Tommy Nobis Rehabilitation Center Services. We currently hire some 
people from the Tommy Nobis Rehabilitation Center Services. These personne 
physical or mental disabilities that inhibit their chances of employment th 
hiring practices. This agency has continued to hire these personnel and pr 
essential employment. AND HERE TO TELL YOU MORE ABOUT THE TOMMY 
NOBIS CENTER AND OUR INVOLVEMENT AS A DISTRICT IS 

@ - American Red Cross. We have an on-going schedule with the American 

Cross to conduct blood drives on site, usually 4-5 times a year. We give m 
blood products to the community. We have been ranked #1 in DCMC with 133 do 
19 pheresis donors. Pheresis donors are donors that donate large quantities 
addition to whole blood products. HERE TODAY IS FROM TH 
CAN RED CROSS - SHE WILL GIVE YOU SOME ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
ON OUR CONTRIBUTIONS. 

@ a- Combined Federal Campaisn Fund. For the last 10 years, we have con 

uted over $300,000 to the Combined Federal Campaign Fund. 

@ - Habitat for Humanity. We have supported this endeavor by participat 

an organization in building one house for a family within our community. 



MAKES GOOD BUSINESS SENSE 

Ir: makes good business sense to maintain a district in the South in additio 
Boston and Los Angeles because: 

@ - Industry is movinq this wav. A recent article in the washington Po 
predicted that cutbacks in the defense industry has changed its modus opera 
Washington Post further stated that the defense industry will continue to m 
its traditional home bases in California and the Northeast United States wh 
are high wages, taxes, and utility and environmental costs and move instead 
states such as Georgia, Florida, Texas and Arizona. 

@ - Buildins Costs. Our building is the only one of the 3 districts th 
owned by DoD - we are located on Air Force Plan #6 .  We have made extensive 
ments in this building to bring it up-to-date. We have replaced the entire 
conditioning system in this building. We have resurfaced and resealed the 
lot. We have established a quality engineering laboratory in this building 
laboratory is used to training engineering and quality assurance personnel 
structive testing, and high reliability soldering. These improvements have 
about $2 .5  million. As you can see, DCMD South has spent a lot of money to 
this building through 2007 .  This building belongs to the DoD community; it 
good business sense to do away with the one district that is in a governmen 
facility . 

*!!!!I ADP Costs. Where in the pre-planning stage for BRAC 95 has any con 
ation been given to computer capabilities of merging the 3 district data ba 
2  data bases? In 1989, the AFPROs and the ARMY PROS were realigned under t 
tricts. Their AMIS contract data base system was to be merged into our MOC 
base system. BRAC 9 1  resulted in merging from 9 to 5  districts, and BRAC 9 
sulted in merging data bases from 5 to 3 districts. These mergers still ha 
been accomplished successfully. We are still tracking certain data element 
rately in AMIS and MOCAS. And now we are trying to go down to 2 districts. 
director at DFAS Columbus has indicated off the record that there is no way 
the current hardware can handle two districts. Another expert in the MOCAS 
has also stated off the record that further mergers are currently unmanagea 
until the MOCAS re-design is completed which will take 2  to 3 years. If th 
valid assumptions, then further reduction will result in less and less data 
integrity. 

@ - Data Base Intesrit~. Our FY 94 nontransmitted error rating showed 
following: 

DCMDS - 1 . 6 4 %  
DCMDN - 2 . 6 7 %  
DCMDW - 6 . 1 7 %  

Again, if we had the least number of errors for total transactions, why do 

w away with District South? 



@ - Travel Costs. We examined the airfares from Atlanta to our field a 
ties and then re-figured them based on the proposed realignmefit. Airfares 

.) would result in an increase of 42%. Again, it makes no good business sense 
maintain an office in Atlanta, GA. 

@ - Personnel Pay Rates. Locality payment rates for the Federal Govern 
show that Atlanta has a locality payment of 4.66%; Boston 6 .97% and Los An 
7 . 3 9 % .  This means that a person doing the exact same job in Atlanta, Bosto 
Angeles receives less pay in Atlanta, Again, it makes no good business sen 
away with the one district that has a lowest personnel pay rates. 

@ - Personnel Actions. If DCMD South were eliminated as a headquarters 
North and DCMD West personnel offices would have to pick up additional work 
servicing the approximately 3400 current personnel in DCMD South, with no a 
resources added to their organizations. This would lead to a degradation o 
tiveness and efficiency of handling A& personnel actions within DCMC - pro 
awards, disciplinary actions, transfers, retirements, hiring, etc. 

@ - Office Automation/PC Maintenance. If DCMD South were eliminated as 
headquarters, DCMD North and DCMD West would have to expend significant add 
effort to maintain the established PC/LAN/Office Automation equipment and s 
without additional resources, as proposed. This would lead to a critical d 
tion of the efficiency and effectiveness of ALL personnel in DCMC. 

*!! Personnel Strensths. The BRAC 95 analysis would result in the leas 
ber of employees being displaced. Personnel figures are: 

DCMDS 229 
DCMDW 2 7 9  
DCMDN 3 7 2  

Rather than doing away with the District that has become more efficient, it 
make good business sense for the other two Districts to reduce their levels 
- a decrease of approximately 2 0 0  persons overall. 



MILITARY VALUE 

OF 

DISTRICT SOUTH 

We believe that District South should rank #1 in military value in relation 
two districts. Instead, we went from being ranked #1 in 93 to #3  in 95. He 
on this subject is Mrs. Terry Jansen. 



CONCLUSION 

We believe that District South has been the leader in downsizing and re-inv 
have brought our personnel resources down from 350 in 1993 to 227 today. Th 
ing two Districts have an average of 325 in each location. We challenge th 
districts to follow us: we are lean and mean, and still do the job. AT TH'I 
UPON MR. OSCAR LEONARD FOR CLOSING REMARKS. 

a Call upon the Community 

a Disability Awareness Council 

@ Closing Remarks 



MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS 

Qb Good morning. My name is Terry Jansen and I am here to talk to you about Mili- 
tary Value, actually the only criteria that really matters in the final analysis of 
whether an activity should continue to serve the military services or not. 

In the Concept of Operations, 18 Mar 94, DLA made the assumption that geo- 
graphic location attracts logistics expertise, then proceeded to ignore its own as- 
sumption by disregarding the fact that the South is the fastest growing area in busi- 
ness and is virtually a magnet, attracting relocations of potential employees. Last 
week, the Chairman of the Cobb County Board of Commissioners said that Cobb 
County will begin to take measures to slow the county's population growth, with a 
goal of limiting it to 600,000 in the next five years. These measures are necessary 
because of the constant influx of people moving into the area from the north. Almost 
70 percent of the people in this room are transplants from the north. Over 95 percent 
of the Fortune 500 companies have offices in the Atlanta area, from regional to inter- 
national. The expertise is here and we don't have to worry about not being able to 
attract additional personnel in a up-staffing situation. While the BRAC Executive 
Group's (BRACEG) premise that retaining staff in lieu of hiring new employees is 
important, especially in light of the previous DLA disaster when DFAS was formed and 
they could not get experienced people to move to Columbus, Ohio, it is not valid in 
this situation. In the BRACEG minutes of the 7 Dec 94 meeting, it says "While vol- 
ume or scope of workload does not define essentiality, per se, the technical expertise 
of the work force is a key factor in evaluating the risk inherent in any alternative", yet 
the criteria established by DLA to define Military Value flies in the face of it own pro- 
nouncements.- The movement of defense contractors' facilities is to the sun belt, but * that fact was ignored. 

In the Organizational Span of Control section, under "Support Ratio of District to 
Field", DLA shows that in '90, the ratio throughout DLA was 20%, in '93 the ratio had 
dropped to lo%, a target of 7% was set for '94, and efforts are underway to achieve 
5% in '97. In the BRACEG meeting of 19 Dec 94, the minutes state that one of the 
reasons for selecting DCMDN to remain, while deciding to close DCMDS was 
"Although the Northeast supports its field personnel with a lower headquarters to field 
ratio than DCMDS, Northeast has a larger managerial and administrative infrastruc- 
ture in place. If Northeast were to close, South would have to be staffed-up consid- 
erably more than NE." There is no basis given for that assumption, yet the facts show 
that the DCMD South staff went down from 258 in 1994 to 239 in early 1995 and now 
stands at 227, while picking up  approximately 550 additional field personnel upon 
the closure of DCMDM in June 1994. It would certainly appear that we are being 
penalized for being efficient for carrying out DLA's policy to streamline the organiza- 
tion by drawing down the number of administrative support personnel and going to a 
two-tier management structure. One of the justifications stated for closing u s  was 
that we would have the least amount of personnel impacted. If we had not followed 
DLA's directive to downsize, we would have had a better chance. 



The DLA Vision includes a tenet to Ensure Best Value and reduced cost through: 

Multifunctional teams 

Best Business Practices Benchmarking 

Corporate Information Management and Technology Infusion 

Yet, DLA chooses to disregard District South's lead in making early strides in reorgan- 
izing into Multifunctional teams, and achieving more support to the field personnel 
with a smaller District staff, through the tremendous effort and sunk costs needed to 
move the entire District South headquarters staff effectively into the information age 
through the use of computers. 

The decision to close DCMD South was not made 19 Dec 94, when Adm. Straw 
approved the recommendation presented to him by the BRACEG. It was made in 
1993 when the "spoils" were divided among the three surviving Districts, after Central 
and MidAtlantic were disestablished. The number of DCMAOs and DPROs, and their 
locations, that we would receive was determined by DLA; the number of contractors 
and contracts, with their Unliquidated Obligations, was determined by DLA; and the 
size of our resultant workforce was determined by DLA. Upon learning of the pro- 
jected divisions, we made a proposal to DLA that would have more equitably distrib- 
uted the work load among the three Districts, but DLA chose not to consider it. Con- 
sequently, we were left in a considerably weaker position when, lo and behold, DLA 
decided that the number of DCMAOs and DPROs, and their locations, the number of 
contractors and contracts, with their Unliquidated Obligations, and the size of our 

I(() resultant workforce were all critical factors in determining who should be closed in 
BRAC 95, To quote a famous military personage of the past, "Surprise, Surprise!" 

I thought I had a pretty good idea of the concept of what Military Value meant - To 
provide what the customer wants, where they want it, when they want it, at the lowest 
possible price. When the BRAC announcement was made, the local newspapers all 
had bold headlines that shouted "NO BASES IN GEORGIA TO CLOSE!" One of the 
reasons cited for Georgia's good luck was that the southern states were "militarily 
strategic". I don't understand how the south could be militarily strategic to the armed 
services, yet DCMDS have so little military value, when our mission here is to serve 
the military. 

I believe the Defense Logistics Agency must have its own definition and DLA's cri- 
teria of what constitutes military value differs from mine. In this age of electronic 
communication and air transportation, it is not just where an DCMAO or DPRO is 
located, but how quickly can they be reached. We can fly to DCMAO Orlando and be 
in the office before our peers in Boston can drive to a location less than 100 miles 
away. Access to the airport is better evaluated by the time it takes to get there during 
office hours, than the miles it takes as the crow flies or the fish swims. While access 
to a train might be important in an area where many employees rely on it for their 
daily commute, it is low priority in an area where people are able to drive to work and 
park for free. Our state of the art video telecommunication center allows u s  to meet 
"face to face" with 25 different activities throughout the country. We had ours for 

P months before Boston got theirs, 



Much of the criteria established by DLA to define what Military Value meant ap- 
pears to have changed over the years. In BRAC 93, we ranked second of the five Dis- 
tricts, in BRAC 95 we ranked third out of three. If it can be said "What a difference a 
day makes, 24 little hours", I guess that a lot of thing can change in two years. And 
they have in District South. We have increased our number of major contractors, as  
several defense contractors have relocated to the south or merged with other contrac- 
tors who are already established in the south. We have accomplished a mammoth 
undertaking in the closeout of approximately 20,000 overage contracts at DCMAO 
Baltimore since we acquired it in June, 1994. We have both of the largest dollar- 
value contracts in the country in the south with the F-22 and Stewart and Steven- 
son's Amy  trucks. The V-22 program is definitely a major future undertaking. 
Somehow, these criteria were not taken into account. But for Boston to try to monitor 
these programs from its location will be detrimental to the contractors, and ulti- 
mately, to the military. 

The BRACEG conceded that it would be difficult to merge three Districts into two, 
but felt that there would only be a moderate risk to the mission of DCMC. They failed 
to mention one of the most important limitations facing the disestablishment of 
District South and that is the limitations of the automated systems used to perform 
the DCMC mission. Many of those systems are deficient. They are hard to change, 
technically obsolete with limited capacity to expand, require many manual functions, 
and have inadequate interface with DoD systems. These deficiencies result in slow 
processes and bad data. Jus t  ask anyone at DLA to wager their next paycheck on the 
accuracy of the Quality Assurance Management Information System and see how 
quickly they will admit to DLA's inability to fur that one system after years of trying. 
Much of the AMIS contract data still has not been merged into MOCAS from the 1989 + acquisition of the Plant Representative Offices from the military services. Ask a de- 
fense contractor how smoothly the merger of all of the accounting and payment data 
went when all of the Finance offices were pulled out of DCMC and consolidated at 
DFAS. That process was accomplished over a period of years because of problems 
with the data systems, but the problems continue to plague DFAS, resulting in late 
payments, exorbitant interest fees due to late payments, and degradation of services 
to the contractor. Ultimately, the military services suffer. The payment disasters of 
DFAS should be warning enough that the automated systems are a principle factor in 
the timing of closures. It is too late to find that the system is incapable of supporting 
the data base after an activity has been closed. 

A s  I have said, the distribution of the workload after BRAC 93 was made in a 
method designed to place this organization in harm's way in BRAC 95. In addition, it 
was not that the data was wrong, it was that the wrong data was collected. The true 
measure of what constitutes an activity's value to the military was not looked at. It 
would be logical for you to question why the Commission should care, if it is so obvi- 
ous that DLA manipulated the situation to favor their close neighbor, the Northeast. 
We believe that the Commission should care because it is their responsibility to en- 
sure that the military services are receiving the best service at the lowest cost, with- 
out political pressure or consideration. 

The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace is an im- 
portant factor in the evaluation process. The BRACEG Meeting Minutes of 15 Nov 94, 

r3, said "Distinguishing among the military value of activities with like missions is diffi- 



cult. Often, the ability to expand the condition of the building(~) and facility are the 
differentiating factors. The methodology for assigning points in the military value 
analysis for BRAC 95 will reflect the mission similarities more clearly. The methodol- 
ogy will also appear easier to defend, and will make the role of military judgment in 
the decision process more obvious." There have been a number of major improve- 
ment made to B-95 in the last few years that have resulted in a very desirable work- 
space. As these cost are sunk, there is no future cost required. A s  a side note, we are 
totally unable to understand how facility costs for DCMD West were projected for their 
next location since they don't even have a location designated. 

In light of the southern migration of defense contractors, DLA can ill afford to lose 
its presence in the south. We feel that instead of trying to manage contract admini- 
stration for all of the military services from two far-flung locations on opposite shores 
with large staffs, it would be much more beneficial to the military services to maintain 
three location with smaller, leaner staffs. We have already begun the process and 
would be happy to show Boston and LA how it is done. 
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Here is the btvakout of contracts ps requested: 

25844 WEST 
112586 NORTHEAST 

I am also fmhg a copy of thc llstlng of nalnes.., 

1 have the facilities folks workiag on the p l ~ l l  for spme in 
the hnilcllng .... hnpr to hnvc ihnt to  you by the end of the weck. 
Eve will ride herd 011 it for nle..,t!,anks, again. 

22 May 95 n 
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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
Base Summary Sheet 

Defense Contract Management Dlstr~ct South ( B ~ M R S )  
. . 

Marietta, Georgia 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide command and control, operational support and management oversight for 90 Defense 
Contract Management Area Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices 
@PROS) located throughout the continental United States. 

RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish Defense Contract Management District South 

Relocate its missions to the Defense Contract Management District Northeast and Defense 
Contract Management District West. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Due to the impact of DoD Force Structure drawdown, budget cuts, and the resulting 
decline in acquisition workload, a number of DCMASs and DPROs have been disestablished 
thereby reducing the span of cotrtrol responsibility at the Defense Contract Management 
Districts. 

As the drawdown continues, the number of DCMAOs/DPROs is expected to decline even 
further. 

The closure of a district and realignment of assigned DCMAOs and DPROs to the remaining 
two districts is feasible with only a moderate risk. 

Although, the difference between second and third place was not sufficiently broad to dictate 
a clear decision by itself, DCMD South received the lowest Military Value score. 

Military judgment determined that a single DCMD presence on each coast is necessary. A 
west coast DCMD is required because of the high dollar value of contracts and the significant 
lveapon-systems related workload located on the West Coast. 

There is a higher concentration of workload in the Northeast, in terms of span of control, 
field personnel provided support services, numbers of contracts, and value of contract dollars 
obligated than in the South. In addition, DCMD Northeast suppons its DCMAOs and DPROs 
with a lower ratio of headquarters to field personnel than DCMD South. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Validation of costs associated with recommend action. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

w COST CONSIDERATIONS 

One-Time Cost: $ 3.8 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 17.9 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 6.1 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 75.8 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Militarv Civilian Students 

Baseline 

Reductions 2 
Realignments 3 
Total 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations do not prohibit the recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Sum Nunn 
Paul Coverdell 

Representative: 6 6 b %oh r T 
Governor: Zel( p;i[rn 

DRAFT 
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MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 
Response time for surge requirements. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 275 jobs (1 69 direct and 106 indirect) 
Atlanta, GA MSA Job Base: 1,923,937 jobs 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.1 percent decrease 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

Job loss. 

Marilyn Wasleskihnteragency Issues Team/03/11/95 1259 PM 
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Organizational Relationships 

SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 
(ACQUISITION 



Defense Logistics Agency 

I DIRECTOR I 
I 
I 

Acquisition Mgtl 
DCMC 

Procurement 
Management 

TI 
Management 

I I 1 I 
I 

South 
North 
East West 

Inter- 
national 





Assure contractor compliance with cost, delivery, 
technical, quality and other terms of the contract 

Accept products on behalf of the government 

Provide program and technical support 

Ensure that the contractor is paid 









DCMD South 
1 
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DCMD South at a Glance 

OTHER 
3,724 ARMY 

Prime Contracts: 134,420 

(3,369 Contractors) 

NAW 
60,677 

AIR FORCE 
26,573 

Contracts Value: $235.5 Billion 
($378 ULO) 

Workforce: Civilian 3,285 
Military 137 
TOTAL 3,422 

MAR 95 

NAW 
OTHER 
$5.28 ARMY 

$ VALUE u 
AIR FORCE 

$1 28.OB 
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DCMDS DAES Programs 
V 

AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 

JSTARS 
OH58D AHlP 
LANTl RN 
LONGBOW FCR 
v22 
AWACS RSlP (E-3A) 

TORPEDOES 

MISSILES C SYSTEMS 

JAVELIN MI LSTAR 
HARM S MART-T 
JSOW 
ATAC MS 

- -  - -  - 

S I NCGARS 
NAVSTAR - -  . 

MLRS SBlS 
HELLFIRE CMU 
S M-2 CASS 
LONGBOW MISSILE RCAS 
PATRIOT CEC 
JDAM 
AVENGER 

SURVEILLANCE WHEELED VEHICLE SYSTEMS 



DCMDS MAJOR PROGRAMS 

AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 
F22 Advanced Tactical Fighter (ATF) 
F16 Fighter Aircraft 
C-130J Cargo Transport Upgrade 
C-130H Cargo Transport 
JSTARS Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (Aircraf~) 
OH58D AHIP Advanced Helicopter Improvement Program 
LANT I RN Low Altitude Navigation and Targeting System Infra-Red Night 
LONGBOW FCR Longbow Fire Control Radar 
V2 2 Joint Advanced Vertical Aircraft Tilt Rotor 
AWACS RSIP Airborne Warning and Control System, Radar System Improvement 

Program 

MISSILES 
JAVELIN 
HARM 
JSOW 
ATACMS 
MLRS 
HELLFIRE 
SM-2 
LONGBOW 
PATRIOT 
JDAM 
AVENGER 

C3 SYSTEMS 
MILSTAR 

SMART - T 
SINCGARS 
NAVSTAR 
SBIS 
CMU 
CASS 
RCAS 
CEC 

Advanced Anti-Tank Weapon System - Medium 
High Speed Anti-Radiation Missile 
Joint Stand-Off Weapons 
Army Tactical Missile System 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Laser Hellfire System Air to Ground 
Standard Surface to Air Missile 
Hellfire Missile System Compatible with Longbow Fire Control 
Patriot PAC-3 Long Range Missile Improvement Program 
Joint Direct Attack Munitions 
Forward Air Defense System 

a 

Military Strategic/Tactical and Relay Satellite Communications 
System 

Secure Mobile Anti-Jam Reliable Tactical System - Terminal 
Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System 
Global Positioning System 
Sustained Base Information System 
Cheyenne Mountain Upgrade 
Consolidated Automated Support System 
Reserve Component Automation System 
Cooperative Engagement Capability 

TORPEDOES 
MK-48 ADCAPS Advanced Capability Torpedo System 

SURVEILLANCE 
FDS Fixed Distribution System, Anti-Submarine Warfare Surveillance 

Sys tem 
WHEELED VEHICLES 
FMTV Family Medium Tactical Vehicles 



' I '  











* DCMAOs 
(7) 

** DPROs 
(1 8) 

HQs 

* Includes DPRO AT&T 
** Includes APMO 

56% 

37% 

AES 

1882 

1 243 

227 - 
3352 

016 (0311 1) 

1819 

1236 

231 - 
3285 



---===a 
DCMD South 

End Strength 

FY89 - I 924 DCASR ATLANTA (1 30 DFAS) 

APR 95- 331 6 



Mission of DCMDS Headquarters 

Enable and Support the Contract 
Administration Offices 
in the Performance 
of Government 
Contract 
Services 





1; I Administration (DC) 
I t 

Counsel (G) 

1 I 
- 

I Mil Pers (DCE) 
I 

Commander (D) , Special Assistant 
Deputy (DD) 

- i 

: 
Internal Review (Dl), 
EEO (DK) 

Admin & 
Info Mgmt 

(F) 

! 
for Cmd Pgms & 

Msmt(M) 1 1 ILL 

Human 
Resources 

(HI 

Workforce 
Develop 

(J) 

Planning 
& 

Resource 

OPS 
S P ~  
(0) 



DCMD South 

Command Programs and Administration (-DC) 

Congressionals and Public Affairs 
Data Analysis and Integrity 
Assist DCMC in Metrics Development 

Military Personnel Office (-DCE) 
- Military Performance Reports and 

Assignments 
- Processing Awards/Decorations 
- Military Manpower Issues 
- Reserve Program Interface and Management 

Civ - 5 
Mil - I 





Office of Equal Employment Opportunity (-DK) 

Implements EEOIAffirmative Action 

Manages EEO Complaint Process 

Oversite of Special Emphasis Programs 

Civ - 4 
Mil - 0 







Office of Counsel (-G) 

Provides Legal Advice and Representation in 
the Areas of: 

Contract Administration 

Fraud 

Ethics 

Personnel 

Civ - 9 
Mil - 0 



Human Resources Directorate (-H) 

Classification and Pay Administration Functions 

Employee and Labor Relations 

Safety and Health Office 

Staffing Function 

Civ - 45 
Mil - 0 



Workforce. Development Directorate (-J) 

Determines Developmental Needs of Workforce 

Manages Defense Acquisition Workforce 
Improvement Act 

Develops Training Courses 

Manages Training Budget 

Civ - 18 
Mil = 0 



DCMD South 
V 

Planning & Resource Management Directorate 
(-MI . Administers Planning Process 

ResourcelBudget Manager 

Administers Internal Management Control - 

Liaison With DFAS 

Manages Reimbursable Reporting System 

Civ -28 
Mil - 0 
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DCMD South 

Operations Support Directorate (-0) 

Deployment and Oversight of Contract 
Administration Policies, Plans, Programs and 
Procedures Within District South 

Consultative Support to CAOs and DCMC 

Technical Assistance to CAOs 

Civ - 58 
Mil - 2 



-A- 
DCMC Indicators and Initiatives 

V 

Quality (Right Item) 

Procas 
Early CAS 
Quality Assurance 
Engineering Assurance 
Quality lnitiatives 

Responsiveness (Right Time) 

DCMC Ontime Delivery 
Production Surveillance 
Property Administration 

Affordability 
Cost of Stuff (Right Price) 

I 

Overhead Strategy 
Preaward CAS Involvement 
Cancelling Funds/Contract 

Closeout Strategy 
Core Contract Administration 
Pricing and Negotiations 
Price Related Sytems 

Cost of Ops (Right Oversight) 

Reinvention Lab 
FEDCAS 
Program Integration 
Financial Performance 

Result 
End Strength Reduction 



Change to Survive -- Improve to Prosper 
Teamwork for Performance 

c Adversarial Environment 
Functionally Driven 

r Regulated 
Task Oriented 
Reviews, Audits, Inspections 

c Detection and Correction 

- PROCESS - 

Teaming 
c Customer Focused 

Empowered 
c Process Oriented 
c Performance Based 
t Prevention and Improvement 



Customer Focus Program 

1 woo c;ustomers 
Surveyed, lncludi Areas Identified and 

Action Teams Initiated 

Contract Close out r / /  
V - Program Managers 

First Article Administration 
Contract Delivery Surveillance - PCOs Negotiation of Delivery Extensions - Technical Specialists Manufacturing Process Surveillance - Item Managers Engineering Change Proposals 
Technical Support to Negotiations 
Product Quality Deficiency Report 





1 
"Early CASv' Involvement 

V 

POTENTIAL CONTRACT 
WHY THE CONCERN? PROBLEMS 
Need for. . . 

*Better communications between buying 
activity and contract administration 
Better contracts 
Better predictions of contractor performance 

DCMC INITIATIVE 
Partner with buying activities prior 
to contract award 

GOAL 
*Improved contract execution 



REQUESTS FOR SUPPORT 
OCHAMPUS (2) 
WAR-MED Planning System 
Marine Corps Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle 

COMMITMENTS 
DoD High Performance Computing (HPC) Modernization Program 
HARM 
JSOWIBLUI 08 
Department of  Commerce, National Data Buoy 
OCHAMPUS Financial Analysis Service 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Longbow Fire Control Radar (Lot 1 Production) 
OCHAMPUS Region 3 & 4 Managed Care 
Non Developmental Airlift Alternative (NDAA) 
C130J 

COMPLETED 
KC-135 Programmed Depot Maintenance 
Secure Mobile Anti J a m  Reliable Tactical Terminal (SMART-T) 
T-44/T-34 Training Aircraft 
JSTARS Sirborne Battlefield SurveillancelManagement Radar System 
LANTIRN 



Business Strategy 

Offering Contract Management 
All Federal Agencies 

NASA 
DEPT OF ENERGY 
U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADM 

DEPT OF TREASURY 
STATE DEPARTMENT 
GENERAL SERVICES ADM 

Expertise to 



WHY THE CONCERN? 
@Downsizing business base 
Increasing contractor overhead rates 

@Customer concern 

DCMC INITIATIVE 
Develop corporate overhead strategy 

GOAL 
Reasonable overhead rates 

*Reduced overhead costs 
commensurate with reduced 
business base 





1993 - Customer Surveys 
Personel Empowerment 
Government Performance & Results Act 

Performance Plan 

1994 - Unit Self Assessment 
DCMC Commanders Cup 
DCMC Quality Criteria Training 

1995 - Teambuilding 





As of. 19: ' 14 March 1995 



Data As Of 11:47 12/17/1994, Report c rea tedp 12:56-02/i0/1995 

Department : OLA 
Opt>on Package : DCMD31C 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DCMD31C.CBR 
S t d  f c t r s  r i l e  : C:\COBRASOE\DCMD.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 ( 1  Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -75,761 
I -Time Cost($K): 3,818 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi i con  0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 585 4 38 
Moving 0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

T o t a l  

0 
-14,941 
-5,129 

1,911 
0 

226 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-4,335 
-1,720 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 585 

T o t a l  ----- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En l 0 
C iv  0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En l 0 
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Chapter 5 - Recommendations -- Defense Agencies 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 275 jobs (169 direct jobs and 106 indirect jobs) over the 
1996-to-2001 period in the Atlanta, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-2001 period 
could result in a maximum potential increase equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in 
the area. 

The Executive Group concluded that the data did not present any evidence or 
indication that would preclude the recommended receiving communities from absorbing the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed in the recommended realignment 
scenarios. The environmental considerations present at these installations do not prohibit this 
recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Contract M gement Command International (DCMCI) t Dayton, Ohio 

Recommendation: Realign the D Ohio, and merge its mission 
into the Defense Contract (DCMC HQ), Ft. Belvoir, 
Virginia. 

Justification: The mission of the DC e command and control, including 
operational and management c r 13 overseas Defense Contract 
Management Area Operations cated outside of the continental United 
States. The Command's mi ocality . Military judgment 
concluded that merging the mi rs affords the opportunity to 
capitalize on operational t and to maximize use of shared overhead 
with DCMC. It also afTo tage of the close proximity to the 
State Department and the intern in Washington, DC, and 
surrounding areas. This dec 95 Decision Rules, the 
DCMC Concept of Operations 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one- 
wornmendation is $3.1 million. The net of all 
Period is a savings of $8.7 million. Annual 
$3.1 million with a return on investment 
Costs and savings over 20 years is a 



t .Ls of 1 5  24 23 Fchru;lrl. 1995 

Economic Impact  Data 

J' 6 
..tctivity: DEFENSE CONTRACT I\.IANAGERIENT DISTRICT SOUTIT 
Ecorloniic Area: Atlanta, GA hlSA 

In11,act o f  Proposed BRAC-95 Action at  DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SO 
I 

Total Population of Atlanta, GA MSA (1992): 3,143,000 
Total Employrncnt of Atlanta, GA RISA, BEA (1992): 1,923,937 
Total Personal Income of Atlanta, GA hIS.4 (1992 actual): SGX,667,765,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indircct Job Change: (275) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) 0.0% 

1993 1995 - - 1996 1937 1998 19()9 2(,00 2001 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 (3 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 
( 2 )  

(40) 0 0 0 (40) 
Other Jobs: MIL. 0 0 0 0 ( 2 )  0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 (124) 0 0 0 (123) 
(2) 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at DEFENSE COhTIWCT h.L,rlNAGEMEhT DISTFJCT SOUTH: 

MrL 0 0 0 0 (3 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 (164) 0 0 0 (164) 

( 5  

TOT 0 0 0 0 (169) 0 0 0 (169) 

Indirect Job Change: (1 06) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (775) 

Othcr Pcndinr BRAC Actions at  DEFENSE CONTRACT hl.-4N.+4GEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH (Prcrious Round 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Atlanta. GA MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 1,681,250 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $2 1,819 

Annualized Change in Ci\.ilian Em~lovrnent ( 1  984-1 99.3 Annualized Change in Per Capita Personal Income (1 984-1 992 - 
Employment: 50,456 Dollars: $914 
PcrccnLnge: 3 .G% Percentage: 5.2% 

U.S. - Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Changc: 5.3% 

Uncn~ployrncnr Rntes for Atlanta, GA hlSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

1984 - 1985 - - 19x6 - 1987 1989 1990 1988 - - - 1991 - 1992 - 1993 - 

I 
Local 4.9% 5.1% 4.7% 3.7% 5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 4.8% 6.6% 5.2% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 Bureau 
of the Census metropolitan area defin~ttons are not fully compatible w~th 1% - 1992 data. 



Economic Impact  Data 

Activity: DEFENSE CONTRACT hlANAGEMENT DISTRlC 
Economic Area: Atlanta, GA MSA 

Curn~~l;iti\~c BRAC Irnnacts Affcctine Atlanta, CA MSA: 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Joh Change: 508 

Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employ 0.0 % 

1994 ~ I G ~ ~  1999 2001 - 
Othcr Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 319 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 5s 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct J o b  Changes in Economic Area (Excluding DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 123 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: Mn. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Atlanta, CA MSA Statistical Area (Including DEFENSE CONTRACT 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTII) 

MIL 123 0 8 0 (5) 319 0 0 
CIV 0 0 1 58 (164) 7 0 0 
TOT 123 0 9 58 (169) 326 0 0 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Total - 



Record of Discussion: 
e 

m&: May 26,1995 

Purpose: To determine if there will be any information systems problems if the Defense 
Contract Management District South is closed and its worked merged into the 
remaining two offices. 

Person Contacted: Tom Napp, DLA Senior IRM Official - (703) 274-621 1 

Contacted: Marilyn Wasleski, Senior Analyst, Interagency 

Discussioq: I 
Mr. Napp was part of the BRAC Executive Group. I questioned him about the concerns that 
were raised by Ms. Berg and Mr. May of DLA. Mr. Napp said that there are always problems ? 
when you are working with big systems. Mr. Napp said that he is aware of the concerns and , ' 
said that it is not a riskless process. He said that the letter which was sent to DISA on May 1 
questioning DISA on how they plan to handle the transfer will help in answering the how to x 
questions and the costs involved. Mr. Napp said that since DISA is a separate agency now, it LL.LCI) Q ~ J  

will be a more involved process. He said that in about a month they should have a better feel on b :-)A- 
this issue. ($4" 3~ 4 

C - ~ I ( C  QI HIP> 

09 L 

able to resolve all of the technical problems with merging the thn4 G~.kh+ 
1 also feels that this can be done cost effectively. He feels that 

they have enough experience to handle the situation. Mr. Napp said that there are some large - 
files that concern them, but feel that they have enough smart people on board and contractors to 
handle any problem that will arise. Although, he stated again that there will be problems. 

Mr. Napp said, at the moment, he could not give me information on how long it will take to fix 
the system or at what cost. He does feel that the costs will not be exorbitant, but costs will be 
higher than expected if they have to buy new hardware. He feels the costs will be around $1 
million. 

Mr. Napp said that the problem is not with the system, but with the batch window, which- 
may require a hardware upgrade. 



Date: May 25,1995 

Purpose: To determine if there will be any information systems problems if the Defense 
Contract Management District South is closed and its worked merged into the 
remaining two offices. 

Person Contacted: Ethel Berg, MOCAS AIS Administrator, (703) 274-7014 

Contacted Bv: Marilyn Wasleski, Senior Analyst, Interagency 

Discussion: 

&&: The MOCAS (Mechanization of Contract Administration Services) system is 9 d  to pay 
and administer all of the defense contracts. It is one large data base that DFAS access%to perform 
the contract payment function and the contract management users access to manage and 
administer the contracts. 

Ms. Berg said that there will be problems with the merging of the three data bases into two with 
the closing of the Defense Contract Management District South. She said that she told the 
BRAC group that going from 5 to 3 offices was much different than going from 3 to 2. She said 
that a letter was sent on May 1 to all of th offices involved in this transition requesting 

'I) 
1% information on how this will be handled,it can be done, and at what cost. She said that right 

now they do not know how the system will be merged, what it will take, how long it will take, 
and at what cost. She said that itleven conceivable that another mainframe would have to be 
purchased. 12 

I asked her if the system could just stay with three data bases. She said yes, but it would not be 
a good way to work. 

Ms. Berg said that it is definite that the batch processing time will increase as a result of the + P A 6  
d 

merger of three data bases into two. She said that they are still having proble 
$ ta from DCMDW. One of the big problems with this is that DCMDW area 

v \ 
zones. In addition, since the processing is done out of the megacenter in Columbus, the fourth 
time zone is involved. The problem is that the system cannot be on-line when the batch 
processing is performed. Therefore, it is difficult to accommodate everyone on-line with the 
different time zones and still allow enough off-line time for batch processing, which takes up to 

q 1 -  11 hours. Currently, DCMDW has about 108,000 contracts in their system. If DCMDS is 

\ 5 closed, this will add another 26,000 contracts. This, in turn, will increase the processing time. 

DCMDN's system currently has bout 271,000 contracts. The closure of DCMDS will add 
another 112,000 contracts to their system. She feels that there is a real imbalance here that was 
not considered. She believes that DCMD North will not be able to process their work with this 
many contracts in their system. There will be too many contracts that have to be merged with the 



system, and the system will not be able to handle it. She does not even think that the DCMD 
West system will be able to handle the merger. 

Ms. Berg said some of the problems that could arise are that the user will not be able to access 
the system or if helshe does the response times will be slow. She feels that there will be 
performance degradation problems. In addition, DFAS will p d . a q y b l e m s .  

Ms. Berg said that she asked the data call- 
the-ical no. Ms. Berg 

merger. Ms. Berg said that she 
was told that these issues will be considered after the BRAC recommendation report is out. She 

'? was told that they did not have time to consider all of the issues. 
- 5 
' 4' Ms. Berg feels that the BRAC Working Group did not consider the total cost of doing business 

bdCn'!! which includes the data base costs. (She said that when each officQad their own system, it was r\l. . Q./" , not a systems were c e n t r a l i z e d ~ ~ h i s  central processing 
group said that this was not their problem and told 
- - 

the design office to handle the problems of merging the two systems. She said that DLA paid 
this agency $26 million last year to process their data. 

Ms. Berg said that even with the decline in the number of contracts, there will be problems with 
merging into two systems. 

0 Ms. Berg further said that the Defense Payment and Personnel System will probably have 
problems, also. 

In Ms. Berg's personal opinion, she feels that it is a mistake to close DCMDS because of the 
technical problems and ensuing performance degradation problems. She also feels that there will 
be problems because the span of control will be too large for only two offices to manage. 

ADDENDUM 

Margie McManamay, DLA BRAC Working Group, called and asked why I was looking into this 
area, and why I did not come through them for an answer. She said that Ms. Berg's boss, Mr. 
Tom Napp, was on the BRAC Working Group and he said that there would be no problems with 
merging the data bases and the cost would not be that much. However, Ms. McManamay also 
said that the costs for this were not included in the COBRA because they did not know what they 
would be. She said that the letter Ms. Berg referred to was sent out, so that they could tie down 
the costs and determine how the systems will be merged. She said a response was received but 
all of their options were not fully answered. She said they plan to go back to them with another 
letter to find out why they did not address all of the options presented. She said that the BRAC 
analysis did not allow enough time for them to do a full blown analysis of the cost and 
implementation issues. I asked Ms. McManarnay fopMr. Napp's phone number.-e 

w + E & v ~  





Record of Discussion: Defense System Design Center 
a 

&&: May 25,1995 

zn&rn.&* 
Purpose: To determine if there will be any Bi+4E+systems problems if the Defense Contract 

Management District South is closed and its worked merged into the remaining 
two offices. 

Person Contacted: John May, Defense System Design Center, (6 14) 692-9206 

Contacted: Marilyn Wasleski, Senior Analyst, Interagency 

Discussion: .< & .: 
r 2  u 

Mr. May felt that there will be problems with the Defense Contract Management District's 
information system if the Defense Contract Management District South is closed. This is 
because the information system---MOCAS (Mechanization of Contract Administration 
Services)--is presently operating almost at its limits today. 
steps--on-line during the day and batch processing at night. 
processing at the same time as the on-line system. 

to 11 hours for batch 
the batch processing time to 13 to 14 

hours or even more. He said that they just don't know yet what the impact will be, 0-6 
knowing it will increase. What this increase means is that the user will have less time on-line. 

rC 

He said that even if y y y d  shut do-ieaat 4 pm or 5 pm, 4 would still not be a , f  ~6 ( 
-.- 

on line unt~l way into the next morning. He said that *really 
don't know what the limit of the systems will be until  ye^ try it. One reason being is that the ,. S 0 
contracts are all of varying size. f @,'&- ~ u 7 f l C i - r ~  

LJ f 4 fi-5- 

Mr. May said that he has had discussions with the technical people on how this will be handled. 
All they have been able to say to date is that it will not be easy, if it can be done at all. He said 
that one could just maintain the three systems, but if, for example, the Commander at DCMDN 
wants to see his entire workload, he would have to access two separate questions. In addition, 
the users would have to work with two separate systems, which can cause problems. 

Mr. May said that they will have problems with their file sizes. Currently, there are two major , /'xf 
data base files--the ship records file and the financial history of the contracts. He said that both -LA- f l j  
of these files are pushing their limit in regards to what the IBM system can handle. Currently, 
the system was designed to handle 65,000 tracks. And, this is a new system. It is only about 4 - /LdkS 

(1 

years old. He said the problem i-e technology will stop you. /,&a .- q 

Mr. May explained that there are many technical problems that would have to be worked out. He 
thinks that it would take about a year to get it down to two systems without affecting the user, 

111 but he was not sure. He said that he was concerned that it could be done at all without affecting 



the user and the batch scheduling process. He said that there is also a cost involved with merging 
the two systems, but he was not able to give me an estimate of these costs. 

Mr. May said that they are still working on bringing on all the Air Force service contracts into 
the MOCAS system. He said that when you consolidate systems, they just become larger. You 
just don't merge systems overnight like you can close an office. 

*/& 
Mr. May for more information on the system problems to contact Ethel Berg at (703) 274-7014. 

1 
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NOBIS ENTERPRISES 

June 12,1995 

Ms. Marilyn K. Wasleski 
Senior Analyst, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Washington, D.C. 22209 

Re: Proposed closure of DCMD-S Atlanta 

Dear Ms. Wasleski: 

I write to thank you for allowing The Tommy Nobis Center to address you and 
your colleagues on May 22, 1995 at DCMD-S. I fully appreciate the gravity of your task. 
Of course we all desire lower defense spending and for the federal government to 
balance its budget- that is until it impacts us personally, then it becomes an entirely 
different matter. Nobis Enterprises, which I serve as Chair of the Board of Directors, 

0 
now finds itself in the position of lobbying to preserve jobs for its clients which are 
impacted if the decision is made to close all or part of DCMD-S. 

From my brief presentation and the brochures I presented, you are aware of of 
the services we provide to DCMD-S. We provide personnel in janitorial, mail, and 
supply functions and have been doing so for a significant number of years. If DCMD-S 
were to close, two-thirds of our workforce would be unemployed. Obviously, we hope to 
avoid such a fate for our clients. While we appreciate your task, we ask you to consider 
not only the DCMD-S employees, but the employees of Nobis Enterprises as well, when 
considering the elimination of DCMD-S in Atlanta. 

Thank you again for the opport~rnity to visit with you. Best wishes to you in your 
decision-making process. 

Chair, Nobis Enterprises u 

T A C  S Y S T E M  T O M M Y  N O B Z S  C E N T E R  * T O M M Y  N O B Z S  C E N T E R  F O U N D A T I O N  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 15, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Major General George T. Babbitt, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6 100 

S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Babbitt: 

The COBRA for the Defense Contract Management District West shows a one time cost 
of $10.3 million, with $3.6 million or 35% attributed to program planning support and mothball 
shutdown. These numbers seem high. 

To assist the Commission in its analysis, please provide a detailed breakout of these costs. 

In addition, please provide the number and dollar value of contracts for each district 
office, both presently and as they would be distributed under the DoD recommendation. Please 
also provide the out year projection for the two offices under the DoD recommendation. 

'II, Because the Commission is nearing final deliberations, please provide the requested data 
by COB June 19, 1995. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. I appreciate your time and responsiveness. If 
your staff has any questions about this request, they should contact Marilyn Wasleski or Ty 
Trippet of the Commission staff. 

Sincerely, 
h 

Robert Cook 
Interagency Issues Team Leader 



IN REPLY 

REFER TO C AAJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

Mr. Robert Cook 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

The following information is provided in response to your letter of 15 June 1995. 

a. Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) - Your letter indicates that the 
$3.7 million attributed to program planning support and mothball shutdown is 35 percent of the 
one-time cost reflected in the COBRA model and appears to be too high. 

The projected one-time cost of $10.3 million is comprised of $4.1 million for building 
-a purchase, $1.2 million for purchase of systems furniture, $1.3 million for building renovations, 

and $3.7 million for program planning support and mothball shutdown. The program planning 
and support costs were calculated using the standard algorithm that the Cost of Base Realign- 
ment Action model uses. Detailed information concerning the calculation is at enclosure 1.  The 
factor of 10 percent used in the calculation of the Progress Payment System costs was mandated 
by the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense, per Policy Memorandum Number 3. 

b. The workload data at enclosure 2 is provided in response to your letter. The three Districts 
are intermediate headquarter organizations which provide command and control and support 
services to the Contract Administration Ofices (CAOs). We recommend the number of CAOs be 
used as the primary indicator In your analysis. In September 1994 there were 90 CAOs. We are 
projecting 79 CAOs by September 1995 and expect only 64 will remain by 2001. This was a 
major factor in the decision to eliminate a District. 



CAAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
(I) Mr. Robert Cook I JUW lDOS 

c. Per telecon between yourself and Mrs. McManamay of my staff, correspondence 
concerning the General Services Administration (GSA) leased costs is attached as enclosure 3. 
Please note, GSA indicated fbture rental rates will be based on market comparables and the 
condition of the property at the time DLA seeks to lease. Therefore, GSA will not project rental 
rates for the future. 

Sincerely, 

3 Encl 
Major General, USA 
Principal Deputy Director 



DCMD West move from El Segundo 

Program, Planning & Support Costs + Mothball Costs 

BOS BOS Program, Planning 
Payroll Nonpayroll & Support factor 

($Million) ($Million) 10% 
10.136 4.397 

Personnel 
Moving Starting 

253 285 

First year cost: (BOS Payroll + BOS Nonpayroll) X Prog, Plan & Supt Factor X (MovingIStarting) 

Second year cost = First year cost X 75% 

Third year cost = Second year cost X 75%, etc. until final year of closure. 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 200 1 Total 
($MI ($M) ($W ($W ($M) ($MI ($M) 

Prog, Plan & Supt 1.290122 0.967591842 0.725694 0.54427 3.527679 

Mothball Cost = $1.25 per square foot closed DCMDW= 125,000 square feet 
Mothball cost = $156,250 



DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS (DCMD) WORKLOAD 

C3I;TRACT ADMINISTRATION OFFICES: 
a SEPT U JUN W SEP 96 FY 96 FY 97 FY S8 FYB@ MOO FY 01 

SUBTOTAL CONUS 90 89 79 75 74 71 68 64 84 

TOTAL 103 102 92 ua 85 81 n 12 71 

NUMBER OF CONTRACTS ON HAND: 

SEPT94 APR 95 SEP 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY98 

DCMDS 
DCMDN 
OCYOW 

SUBTOTALCONUS 390,024 365,732 351,000 342,500 330,000 325,000 

TOTAL 3S5.024 370,758 355,900 347,200 334,500 329,400 

UNLIQUIDATED $ OBLIGATED (Billions) : 

SEPT 94 APR95 SEP 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 

DCMDS 
DCMDN 
DCMDW 

SUBTOTAL CONUS $146 $135 $135 $132 $132 $132 

TOTAL $ 149 $138 $138 $1 35 $135 $135 

OBLIGATED $ VALUE (Billions): 

SEPT 94 APR 95 SEP 95 F Y  96 FY 97 FY 98 

DCMDS 
DCMDN 
DCMDW 

v SUBTOTAL CONUS $891 $888 $878 $863 $835 $800 

TOTAL $902 $899 $889 $873 $845 $809 



P' 
,era! Services Adminlstretiun, r3egion 5 

230 South Oearborn Street 
Chlc8g0, I t  60604- 1 503 

/ '  JUN 9 1993 

Inslallation Scrvlcts 

This i s  in reference to yntrr Mnrch 26, 1993 Iettet concerning the propscd Ba.u Rcnlignrnerh nnci Ctostrre 
aclion which would relocate the Lkfenw #e~tf!izatto~ md Mnrkefing Servicc (DRMS) and Ihc f'kfense 
Lngistics Sentice Center (DLSC) ltmn the Battle Creek Peder~l Center 

CvFA agreed to re-evatuate the Rent mtet chsrgtd 31 Ihc k tk rn l  Center and we recenffy contracted for 
an independcnl valuntion ky a privnte rppmiser frmn Rnltle Creek This re-evaluation recrrltcd in 
estnhlfahlng ~ t w ,  lnwtr tries for m e  rt tltc fedtrat Center. Rctmnctive to Oclnhcr 1, 1992, fllc Fedcrnl 
apencics' bills will he adju~ted, bawd on an office rnte nf $9 50 per gnnre foot and n wwchnttsc spncc 
trte d $2.50 per sqttarc font. Thh wilf rtwlt in less inmme lo GSA's Rdcrnl Building Fttnd in the 
currenl fi~cal year (fiscal Year 1993) thtnuph the next nnlion~l reappraisal cycle (Fiscal Year 1997), hut 

w CfSA is  willing b make fhe sdjuatmenf. 

The r m I  CPI rdjurtmenl* prescrihcd by GSA's national Federn1 Rrlllding Fund proceduten trill still 
he ~pptic@bk! for Fiscal Yerm 94 through 96. o d  these wdjrwtmcnls will Irc cafculntcd from the new $9.50 
prr v p p .  foot oftice tale. 

Due b lbe slgnifScetrct ot M I D  tehnncy at the Ftdetal Center, we mas1 mfinue !he current saspension 
of the hahi, mtllti-millbn hfln mdtmlmtion p J t c t  anlit R nnnl BRAC ckcidn'on is m&. I f  r 
k;.h k made to belaid DOD ftinc!lm in B8ftk Cleck r d  if ClSA k then aMe tn proceed with the 
mn8nm'ufinn pnjecl, there cnuM k mrne impact m the rental rate charged h futnre yerrs. 'Iltc extent 
of my fahrrc dja$tmnl will no1 be M l f i c d  until the a x 1  Fctlcrnl Rttildfng Frrtrd rcapprnisnl cyclc. 
kgtnning in F ~ T C A ~  Year 1997; hnwevtr, thC rate would he based mr rnntket conrfnrnl)les nntl tfic ctmdilirm 
d fbe pmprty  ri that time. 

Sirtcmly, 
- _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

KENNElll I. IO\ISCIIEUR 
Acting Rcglmrl Adminktrntor 



** 

.- D L t l U S I :  L001StlCS AGENCY 

.- .-- Intermoffice Memorandum 

IN R K P L V  

~ Z R  Ti* ,------ 
11 7 JUH !w 

SUBJECT: GSA Rent Structure for the Federal Center - COMMAND BRIE. 

structure for the Federal Center in Battle Creek, MI. 

2. Enclosure 1 provided GSA's most current rental structure for the Federal Center out to 
FY96. The contents of enclosure 1 are summarized below: 

a. The FY 93 rent rate is based on a GSA "re-evaluated" rate of $9.50 per square foot of 
office space and $2.50 per square foot of warehouse space. 

b. The FY 94 - FY 96 adjustments would be based only on changes to the consumer price 

c. The extent of hture adjustments will not be known until the beginning of FY 97 with the 
ncxt GSA Federal Building Fund reappraisal cycle. 

3. We verbally requested GSA hrther define the rent structure for FY 97 to FY 04. We were 
advised that a firm estimate was "virtually impossible" to project. GSA said that if a written 
request was received, an estimate beyond FY 97 could be provided. However, the estimate 
would be conservative due to the uncertainties involved with such a projection. A written 
request for additional projections of the rent structure is provided at endoswe 2. 

4. Using projected GSA rental rates for BRAC involves removing current rent rates horn BOS 
costs included in PLFA certified COBRA data, and manually inputting the GSA projected costs 
in a separate COBRA screen. This action results in incremental changes to the dm 
until year six, depending on the study. After year six, the value is treated as a constant. 

possible studies. This is the recommended option. 



CAAJCBRAC) PAGE 2 
S U B J I ~ T :  GS A Rent Structure for the Federal Center - COMMAND BRIEF 

b. Manually input annual projected rental costs by year into the appropriate COBRA screen 
using a rate structure provided by GSA As noted above, the data is based on uncatain GSA 
estimates, and is therefore not recommended. .. 

c. Manually input annual projected rental costs by year into the appropriate COBRA screen 
using a rate structure based on DLA estimates. This would be an uncertain DLA projection of 
GSA rental structure. Therefore, this method is not recommended. 

2 Encl 

6. We discussed the rent structure projections and o p t i o .  ( T ,  & 
gt ta r re ra~ 

OWbL- 
GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy Director 
(Corporate Administration) 



IN RLPLV 

REFER TO CA.AJ(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  S T A T I O N  
A L E X A N D R I A ,  V I R G I N I A  22304-6100 

1 J U N  1.995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It has come to our attention that there is an issue relative to consolidation of the Defense Contract 
Management Diatrict South's contract data bases with the remaining two districts. These data 
bases contain detailed contract information, such as contractor names, type of contract, items on 
order, schedule delivery dates, and payment data. 

The District South Headquarters is an intermediate headquarters organization. It has cognizance 
of Contract Adnurustration Offices which actually administer contracts and use the data bases to 
perform their operational contract administration fhctions. To them, disestablishment of District 
South will hsve no impact on the data bases and their ability to perform their mission. Tod;ry we 
have a separate data base for each of the three Districts. Several employees in District South do 
not believe it is possible to consolidate heir data base with the others They believe that to 
consolidate their data base into the remaining two could entail substantial expense to purchase 
new ADP equipment. However, their assertion is incorrect. They are not aware that the DLA 
recommendation to disestablish South presumcd from the beginning the retention of the three data 
bases. As a result, the COBRA model does not reflect costs for rnodlfivlg the data bases or for 
purchase of new equipment. 

The .District South, in its role as an intermediate headquarters organization, receives s ~ m m m y  
reports of data base information for dl office8 within its geographical arw of responsibility. 
These reports are also used for reporting purposcs and as management tools. With disestablish- 
ment of District South, the remaining two Districts will be receivin$ multiple reports which will 
likely be consolidated manually until implementation of the DoD Standard Procurement System. 

- - - -  Sincerely, - -- - 

OPTIONAL FOflM 99 (7 80) 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  
from C no 
Phone 

'*'' ,596- (-+'-+so 
IJStJ 75r,~-,71-317.776M 50QQ-101 (,EliEAaL SEHVliES 

ABMI~JIsTRATICW Prlnc'p* Director 



T O M M Y  

a NOBIS 

C E N T E R  

Quality services and support 
for persons with disabilities 

May 26,1995 

Ms. Marilyn K. Wasleski 
Senior Analyst 
1700 N. Moore St., #I425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. Wasleski: 

I wanted to follow up on our presentation concerning the impact of the closing of Defense Contract 
Management District South (DCMD-S) on our employees with disabilities. I am enclosing a copy 
of my comments as well as those of ow  Director Jeff McClellan. Hopefully, the statistics and 
information will be helpful to you and other decision-makers. 

I do appreciate your taking your time to come to Georgia and listen to our concerns and the facts 
related to the potential impact of the closure. Thanks for listening. 

Sincerely, 

Connie Kirk 
President 

SCS 

Enclosure 

cc Jeff McClellan 
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DCMD-S I BRAC HEARING 

Thank you for opportunity to speak 

Difficult decisions of cost cutting 

TNC and Nobis Enterprises have proven the value of government set- 
aside contracts for employment of persons with disabilities 

Since 1982, NE has been serving DCMD-S in janitorial, mailroom & 
warehouse services 

Good, dependable employees--some still with us after 13 years 

Employs: 17 PWD 
5 Persons without disabilities 
3 Workina supervisors 

25 persons TOTAL 

NE has total of 33 employees--25 at DCMDS 

If DCMDS closes, 76% of NE will lose jobs 

NE government contracts have DUAL purpose 
employment for persons who can not work in competitive jobs 
reducing expense to government by employing person who had 
been on public assistance programs 
NE Associate employees paid $108,000 in taxes and $146,000 in 
reduced public assistance totaling $254,000 
Total contract: $497,000 

52% return on investment 

Very valuable program from a financial and people investment 
Robert Hershey recognized as 1993 National Employee of Year by 
NlSH (National Industries for the Severely Handicapped) 

Difficult decisions but we ask that you consider the impact on PWD and 
the value of this program to our government 



C. Kirk 

t Introduce self 

t Regret for Tommy 

t lntroduce Jeff, Volunteer with Legal Department of Life of Georgia and 
NE Chairman 

TNC and NE have enjoyed working with many fine civil and military 
employees. 

t NE employees have proven our value both in performance and cost 
benefits. 

t Know your difficult decisions will be made in the best interest of our 
country as a whole. 

91 t If the decision to close the district office must be made, we hope that 
you and Col. Guta will consider contracting with NE for continued 
janitorial, mailroom and warehouse services. We realize many DCMDS 
jobs will be negatively impacted. We hope that Col Guta and his staff 
will consider improved career paths for some of your employees and 
allow our employees who have difficulty competing for jobs to replace 
those who are seeking other career paths. 

t Please allow us to work with you to find opportunities in the remaining 
operations to insure continued employment for our 25 employees. 

Thank you for your interest and time. 
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RICHARD L REYNARD STAFF DIRECTOR 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

ARNOLD L PUNARO STAFF DIRECTOR FOR THt MINORITY WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6050 

May 1, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have been contacted by a constituent, Mr. Stephen Carl, 
regarding the proposed disestablishment of the Defense Contract 
Management District South (DCMDS) at Dobbins Air Force Base in 
Marietta, Georgia, and the continuation of operations at DCM 
offices in Los Angeles and Boston. A copy of Mr. Carl's letter 
is enclosed for your review. 

As you will see, Mr. Carl has raised valid concerns 
regarding the cost of the proposed changes and the military value 
such changes would yield. I have received additional letters 
from Georgians associated with DCMDS who have expressed similar 
concerns. Consistent with your established guidelines and 
procedures, I would appreciate your keeping in mind the concerns 
raised by Mr. Carl as you and the members of the Commission 
continue your deliberations as part of the 1995 base closure 
round. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter. 

Sam Nunn 



Stephen P. Carl 
2110 Northfield Court 
Marietta, GA 30066 

March 9, 

Senator Sam Nunn 
303 Senate Dirksen Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-1001 

L. - 
- -  . . --. --- ---- - 

--------- -- _ _ _-_ Dear Senator Nunn: Ltd..,.;,,-;v ,-5 
----- -- -- __  

I am certain you will be receiving mail about the recent BRAC announcement 
some of which will be pleased that Georgia has escaped relatively unscathed 
from the axe. Unfortunately, DOD-DLA-DCMC have placed the Defense Contract 
Management District South (DCMDS) HQ on the list to be dis-established in 
favor of leaving Los Angeles (DCMDW) and Boston (DCMDN) as the two surviving 
domestic arms for contract management. Although we have previously survived 
cuts and consolidations beginning soon after creation in 1965, it appears 
that survival this time is remote at best. Yet Admiral Straw has written 
that he is not in favor of consolidation for the sake of consolidation in 
either his role as DLA Director or as Coordinator of the Defense Performance 
Review. Puzzling! 

However, I believe that the criteria used to reach this decision, while 
@ described by DoD as fair, open, objective and impartial, are significantly 

flawed. This is true regardless of whether the objective i s  stated in terms 
of "military value" or "cost." Let me explain what 1 mean by this and then 
ask for your help, either within the early part of the process during the 
Commission's investigations and deliberations or within the White House and 
the Congress. 

Cost: DCMDS is located in Air Force-owned property at Dobbins AFB 1 -  - 
while DCMDN is in questionable space in Boston. The area in Marietta where 
DCMDS is located is very safe while the area in Boston requires a security 
guard to constantly patrol the fenced-in piirking area for employees - 
essentially this is a very unsafe area of Boston. Boston is an extremely 
high cost area for federal employees to relocate to for everything ranging 
from real estate to transportation which makes recruitment very difficult. 
Atlanta is the very opposite of the latter. (For example: Median house 
prices in Boston - around $240,000; Atlanta - around $100,000.) Operational 
costs to reach the customers (contractors) for half the country is higher 
from Boston than from Atlanta due primarily to the more central location of 
the latter and the far better air connections from Atlanta's Hartsfield 
International Airport than Boston's Logan. It seems incongruous that DoD 
would move in the opposite direction from the private sector in 
consolidating operations in the far northeast corner of the country when 
virtually all considerations have favored movement into the South and West. 
In fact, I believe it to be anachronistic. 



Senator Sam Nunn Page 2 

2. Military Value: The primary reason for DCMDS' or any DCMC 
activity's existence is to administer and manage Government contracts in 
privately-owned plants and facilities although the mission has been expanded 
in recent years to include Government-owned Contractor-operated (GOCO) 
facilities formerly managed by the Services. NASA and other non-DoD 
contract business is also conducted by DCMC activities. The question which 
should be asked regarding military value is "How can DCMC most efficaciously 
serve the national defense?" I believe that it is best served by being as 
close in terms of time and distance to the contracts being administered as 
possible. DCMDS at Dobbins AFB outside Atlanta is 2 hours from any 
destination in the eastern two-thirds of the continental U.S. Change of 
planes to get to those destinations is rarely needed. Customers on both 
sides of the DCMC world - the procuring activities and the contractor 
producing the goods or services - are by far and away most efficaciously 
served by DCMDS' location. 

I can only conclude that DCMDS was scrapped by DoDIDLAlDCMC because, 
politically, it was the easiest to do. It is the smallest of the three 
CONUS Districts; Lockheed at Air Force Plant 6 has expressed a desire to 
reclaim the vastly-improved (at taxpayer expense) office space occupied by 
DCMDS; Georgia's primary military bases have been largely spared by this 
BRAC DoD list, making it highly unlikely that Georgia's Congressional 
delegation would raise the issue of a small, largely unknown agency's 
closure of a 235-space headquarters, The criteria listed are nebulous 
enough to allow the results for BRAC determinations t o  be skewed anyway that 
DCMC and DLA care to do so. 

Please consider the gist of this letter before sending it to DoD-DLA-DCMC 
for a "Congressional Inquiry." The normal bureaucratic response will simply 
provide you and me with the usual self-justifying answers that support the 
already-made decision. Taxpayer, national security, military value; all of 
these will be best served if, at the very least, the BRAC Commission adds 
DCMDN in Boston and DCMDW in Los Angeles to the list for an independent and, 
hopefully, objective comparative analysis and evaluation. Please consider 
carefully this aspect of DoD's preliminary BRAC list before you dismiss it. 
Overall, the decision makes very little common sense, regardless of the 
so-called "open, fair and objective" criteria used t o  base the decision. 

Your assistance and attention t o  this matter is greatly appreciated as has 
been your assistance on similar matters in the past. 

Sincerely, 

S T E P ~ E N  P. CARL 
Safety & Occupational Health 

Manager 
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IN REPLY 

REFER TO CAA.T(BRAc) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6100 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

1 JUN 1995 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It has come to our attention that there is an issue relative to consolidation of the Defense Contract 
Management District South's contract data bases with the remaining two districts. These data 
bases contain detailed contract information, such as contractor names, type of contract, items on 
order, schedule delivery dates, and payment data. 

The District South Headquarters is an intermediate headquarters organization. It has cognizance 
of Contract Administration Offices which actually administer contracts and use the data bases to 
perform their operational contract administration functions. To them, disestablishment of District 
South will have no impact on the data bases and their ability to perform their mission. Todsy we 
have a separate data base for each of the three Districts. Several employees in District South do 
not believe it is possible to consolidate their data base with the others. They believe that to 
consolidate their data base into the remaining two could entail substantial expense to purchase 
new ADP equipment. However, their assertion is incorrect. They are not aware that the DLA 
recommendation to disestablish South presumed from the beginning the retention of the three data 
bases. As a result, the COBRA model does not reflect costs for modifLing the data bases or for 
purchase of new equipment. 

The District South, in its role as an intermediate headquarters organization, receives summary 
reports of data base information for all offices within its geographical area of responsibility. 
These reports are also used for reporting purposes and as management tools. With disestablish- 
ment of District South, the remaining two Districts will be receiving multiple reports which will 
likely be consolidated manually until implementation of the DoD Standard Procurement System. 

Sincerely, 

&e&b~& GEORGE . BABBITT 

Major Geieral, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



C AAJ(BRAC) 

Mr. Robert Cook 

The following information is provided in response to your letter of 15 June 1995. 

a. Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) - Your letter indicates that 
the $3.7 million attributed to program planning support and mothball shutdown is 35% of 
the one-time cost reflected in the COBRA model and appears to be too high. 

The projected one-time cost of $10.3 is comprised of $4.1 for building purchase, $1.2 for 
purchase of systems hr~iture,  $1.3 for building renovations, and, $3.7 for program 
planning support and mothball shutdown. The program planning and support costs were 
calculated using the standard algorithm that the COBRA model uses. This amounted to 
$3.528 million. The factor of 10% used in the calculation of the PPS costs was OSD 
mandated per policy memorandum number three. It also included the $1.25 per square 
foot cost for closing the DCMDW space at El Segundo. This translates to $0.156 million 
for closing 125,000 square feet. 

b The workload data at enclostlre 1 thu 4 is provided in response to both your letter 
and telecon request between Marilyn Weslesky of your staff and Lucy Daris of this office. 

c. Per telecon between yourself and Margie McManamay of my staff, correspondence 
concerning GSA leased costs is attached as enclosure 5 Please note GSA indicated fbture 
rental rates will be based on tnarket cornparables and the condition of the property at the 
time DLA seeks to lease. Therefore, GSA will not project rental rates for the hture. 

5 Encl MCCOY 



CZ,TRACT ADMIN1STRAT;ON OFFICES : 
@5 SEP 06 FY H FY 97 FY sg n @ r  

DCUO8 25 22 2 1 21 0 0 
DC- 36 3 1 29 28 39 3 7 35 
DCllDW 26 26 2 5 2 5 32 3 1 

SUBTOTAL CONUS 90 89 78 75 74 7 1 68 

DCWI 1 3' 13 13 13 1 1  10 9 8 7 

TOTAL 103 102 92 M 85 81 77 7 2 7 1 

NUMBER OF CONTRACTS ON HAND; PC / 
SEPT 94 APR 95 SEP 95 M $6 FY 97 FY 98 

DCMDS 
DCMDN 
OCMMN 

SUBTOTALCONUS 390,024 366,732 351,000 342,500 330.000 326,000 

TOTAL 395,024 370,758 366,900 347,200 3 3 4 . 6 0 ~  329,409 

UNLIQUIDATEO $ OBLIGA'TED (Billions) : 

SEPT 94 APR 95 SEP 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 

DCYD8 
DCMDN 
DCMDW 

SUBTOTAL CONUS $146 $135 $136 $132 $132 $132 

TOTAL 5149 $138 $138 $136 $135 $135 

OBLIGATED $ VALUE ( 8 9 ) :  

SEPT 84 APR 05 SEP 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 

KZM DS 
DCMON 
DCMOW 

rl) SUBTOTAL CONUS 
$891 $ 8 8 ~  $878 see3 $835 $800 

DCMCl Sll 511 $1 1 $10 $10 $0 

TOTAL $902 $899 S8B9 $873 $846 $809 
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June 15,1995 &% & ,-* 
- -. - .- 

Major General George T. Babbitt, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6 100 

Dear General Babbitt: 

The COBRA for the Defense Contract Management District West shows a one time cost 
of $10.3 million, with $3.6 million or 3 5% attributed to program planning support and mothball 
shutdown. These numbers seem high. To assist the Commission in its analysis, please provide a 
detailed breakout of these costs. In addition, please provide the number and dollar value of 
contracts per each district office presently and as it would be under the DoD recommendation. 
Please also provide the out year projection for the two offices under the DoD recommendation. 

Because the Commission is nearing final deliberations, please provide the requested data 

a by COB June 19,1995. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. I appreciate your time and responsiveness. If 
your staff has any questions about this request, they should contact Marilyn Wasleski or Ty 
Trippet of the Commission staff. 

------ 

Robert Cook 
Interagency Issues Team Leader 





DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH 

HELMUT BAXTER 

DCMDS - FW 
605 WALKER STREET 
MARIETTA. GA 30060.2789 

DSN: 697-61 11 
(404) 590-61 11 
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l lmut  Baxter 
30 Old Magnolia T r a i l  
anton, Georgia 30115-8211 

une 14, 1995 

Is. Marilyn K. Wasleski 
ienior Analyst 
lefense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
.700 N. Moore S t r e e t ,  #I425 
u l i n g t o n ,  VA 22209 -- - - .A. - 

)ea r  M s .  Wasleski: 

Chank you f o r  allowing u s  t o  b r i e f  you on employee concerns during your recen t  
r i s i t  t o  t h e  Defense Contract  Management D i s t r i c t  South i n  Mariet ta ,  Georgia. 

is you know, of t h e  three cur ren t  D i s t r i c t s ,  ours is s l a t e d  f o r  c losure ,  leaving 
o f f i c e  i n  Lo8 Angelee and Boston. I would l i k e  t o  add my voice t o  po in t  o u t  hn recen t  news from Boston t h a t  t h e  building housing t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  w i l l  

t o  make room f o r  a convention center-sports  megaplex. 

Phis event should t r i g g e r  a new ana lys i s  of t h e  t h r e e  D i s t r i c t s .  W e  f e e l  t h a t  
3LA underrated t h e  continued t r end  of defense con t rac to r s  moving t o  t h e  sunbelt .  
k t  the same time our  D i s t r i c t  has a l ready s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduced s t a f f i n g .  DLA's 
ana lys i s  t h a t  D i s t r i c t  South is  cheaper t o  c lose  is no t  r e l a t e d  t o  m i l i t a r y  
requirements. 

I t  makes sense  t o  keep three smaller, e f f i c i e n t  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e s  to cover t h e  
e n t i r e  United S ta tes .  P l e a r e  d e l e t e  DCMD South from c losure  a t  t h i s  t i m e .  

Sincerely, 

Ph: (404) 590-6111 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

a DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST, CA (DCMDW) 

21 APRIL 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

Ms. Marilyn Wasleski, Interagency Team Analyst 
Mr. Ty Trippet, Interagency Team Associate Analyst 

* LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Anthony Carr, DCMDW-G 
Pete Landini, DCMDW-0 
Ann Mennell, DCMDW-Human Resources 
Chris Ott, DCMDW-M 
Mike Sinkinson, DCMDW-F 
Bob Wagner, DLA BRAC office 
Betty Wilson, DCMDW-MR 
David Thompson, Senator Boxer's Staff Representative 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) provides command and control, 
operational support and management oversight for Contract Management Area Operations 
(DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) located in the continental United 
States. 



II, 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION: 

Redirect from BRAC 1993 Commission Recommendation 

This is a redirect of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation: "Relocate the 
Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, California, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Los Angeles, California, or space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy 
and the Port Authority/City of Long Beach." The current recommendation is expanded to read: 
Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los AngelesILong 
Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained from exchange of land between the Navy and the Port 
Authority/City of Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost- 
effective for DoD. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
The President's Five-Point Revitalization Plan has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to 
consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach. The 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The visit began with a Command Briefing on the Defense Contract Management District West. 
i tv t ! - t>  This briefing covered the & s mission, capabilities, and personnel. A discussion of the costs 

and personnel numbers followed the briefing. The visit concluded with a walking tour of the 
office space. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

DCMDW is centrally located among the major defense contractors in the Southwest. Several 
major contractors are located in southern California, particularly near El Segundo. 

DCMDW currently occupies 6 floors in an office building in El Segundo, CA. They pay 
$4.2M ($28.56/square foot) a year to lease their current office space. This rate was negotiated in 
1986 when office space in the Los Angeles region was expensive. The current lease for 
DCMDW expires in April 1996 with two renewal options for five years each. Current market 
rates for office space are much lower and if the lease is extended now, GSA estimates that the 
rate could be renegotiated and lowered to the $18-$22 per square foot range. 



a DCMDW has 28 1 (1 5 mi11266 civ) employees in the headquarters office in El Segundo, CA 
that will be affected by this action. In addition, 75 employees are in the District Contract 
Management Office which is collocated with headquarters. DCMDW headquarters wants to 
keep the district office collocated with headquarters if moved within El Segundo. 
a DCMDW currently occupies 113,546 square feet. This number includes an excess 19,959 
square feet that DCMDW will give up by the end of this year. DCMDW estimates that 72,274 
square feet is needed in '95, and 60,062 square feet will be needed in '96. 
a DCMDW's first option for moving is into DoD space. Second is existing government space 
in the LA area. The third option is to purchase a building or move into lease space. DCMDW 
argues that it's cheaper to buy a building than continue paying rent at the current location. 
Whatever decision is chosen, DCMDW plans to choose the most cost-effective option. 

DCMDW has communicated with Los Angeles AFB (LAAFB) about moving into vacant 
space there, but the Air Force won't commit to DCMDW until the final Commission 
recommendation is released. Regardless of the Commission decision, DCMDW may be able to 
move the 75 Defense Contract Management Office employees to the LAAFB, which would keep 
the district office in the center of their workload. Ideally, DCMDW would like to move 
headquarters and the district office to this location. 

The 1993 Commission closed the Defense Contract Management District North Central and 
the Defense Contract Management District North Atlantic and distributed the workload to 
remaining districts. DCMDW had no problems receiving additional workload from the closing 
of the North Central district. The transition went very smoothly. DCMDW expects few 
problems with receiving additional workload from the closure of DCMD-South, a 1995 DoD 
recommendation to the Commission. If Defense Contract Management District South closes, the 
impact of the additional workload on DCMDW would be minimal. In fact, DCMDW officials 
stated that DCMDW could expand beyond Texas and Oklahoma, which DLA currently plans. 

According to DCMDW officials, the Northeastern District (DCMDN-Boston) is still having 
problems from the 1993 BRAC round with absorbing the additional workload from the closure 
of the Mid-Atlantic District. DCMDW believes that the problem is related to the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Office's (DFAS) inability to merge all of the contracts from the BRAC 
'93 decision to close the Mid-Atlantic District. The Mid-Atlantic District had a high number of 
contracts--around 130,000. DCMDW officials believe that the number of contracts that 
DCMDN will have to absorb in the 1995 BRAC decision, if approved, is not as many. For more 
information on this issue, they said to contact Mr. Tom Powers of DFAS at DSN 327-0904. 

DCMDW employees spend about 20% of their time TDY. 
Depending on where DCMDW moves, the costs to rewire or move their telecommunications 

equipment could be around $2 million. If they do not have to switch telephone companies, the 
costs will be much lower. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The community wants to keep DCMDW in the Los Angeles area. 



ADDENDUM: 

In order to evaluate other options available to DCMDW, Commission staff met with General 
Services Administration (GSA) officials in Los Angeles. 

ATTENDEES 

General Sewices Administration 

James J. Kane, Director, Los Angeles Service Center 
Norma Montero-Lefkowitz, Assistant Director 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

According to GSA, Defense Agencies can not purchase real estate in an urban area unless it 
is mission specific (i.e. a chemical testing lab, etc.). DCMDWIDLA would need to have 
specific statutory authority to purchase an office building in an urban area. 

GSA would propose that any government agency not be allowed to build or buy a building at 
this time because of the high office vacancy rates (25%) in Los Angeles. * Based on current market rates, GSA believes that office space can be obtained for $1 8 to 22 
per square foot in the Los Angeles area, particularly downtown. 

Currently, GSA is looking to extend the DCMDW lease at the current location. The current 
renewal option on the lease is $33 per square foot. However, because of the high vacancy rate in 
the area, GSA could negotiate the lease for a much lower rate. GSA estimates the rate could be 
between $20-21 per square foot. However, GSA said that in order to have the leverage to get a 
lower rate, GSA needs to begin negotiations now. It takes about 9 months to move an office to 
new space. Therefore, if GSA does not negotiate new space for DCMDW now, the landlord will 
know that DCMDW will not be able to move out by April 1996, and as a result, GSA could be 
forced into a higher rate. However, DLA has not yet told GSA what the requirements are, so 
GSA and DCMDW are at a stand- till. 

Under Executive Order 1207 4 2, government offices must be located in the downtown, central 
business district if GSA can obtain sufficient competition. GSA can only except those 
government offices that can prove in court that the mission justifies another location. 
According to GSA regulations, if DCMDW moves to other GSA leased space, GSA pays all 
moving costs except those for telecommunications equipment. If DCMDW moves to DoD space 
or to a purchased building, DLA will have to pay for all of the moving costs. mote: The costs 
in the COBRA for moving costs appear too low.] 

GSA officials said that the Cushman & Wakefield Availability Survey obtained by DLA 
includes buildings that are probably in poor shape. GSA said that an $85 per square foot 

0 
purchase price is very low for the Los Angeles area and indicates that the building is in very poor 



condition. GSA officials said that to purchase a 50,000 sq. ft. building and conform it to current 
specifications would be about $6.5 million. * GSA recommends that if Long Beach NSY remains open, DCMDW should move to vacant 
DoD space at Long Beach. If Long Beach NSY closes, GSA recommends that DCMDW move 
into GSA lease space. Unless DCMDW can go into DoD space, DCMDW should go into a GSA 
lease. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Consult with Commission legal counsel to determine if the Commission recommendation can 
include the option to purchase an office building in an urban area. 

Ty TrippetAnteragency Issues Team/05/19/95 2:36 PM 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

(II SUMMARY SHEET 

ENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST CDCMDW! EL SEGUNDO 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide command and control, operational support and management oversight for Contract 
Management Area Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs) 
located in the continental United States. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Redirect fiom BRAC 1993 Commission Recommendation 

This is a redirection of the following BRAC 93 Commission recommendation: "Relocate the 
Defense Contract Management District, El Segundo, California, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Los Angeles, California, or space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy 
and the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." The current recommendation is expanded to read: 
Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to Government property in the Los AngelesLong 

+i 
Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained fiom exchange of land between the Navy and the Port 

) AuthorityICity of Long Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building, whichever is the most cost- * ' effective for DoD. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. 
The President's Five-Point Revitali~ation Plan has significantly impacted the Navy's ability to 
consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach. The 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been placed on the BRAC 95 list for closure. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 10.3 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 10.9 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 4.2 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (immediate) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 51.2 million 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ACTION (EXCLUDES CONTRACTORS) 
') 

w' M i l k  Civilian Students 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Mllltarv civilian Military Civilian Militarv Civilim 

0 0 2 20 2 20 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental consideration do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Barbara Boxer 
Diane Feinstein 

Representative: Jane Harman 
Governor: Pete Wilson 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The relocation of DCMDW to Long Beach will have no impact on the jobs within the region 
since all personnel will be relocated to the new site. 

Potential Employment Loss: 0 jobs (0 direct and 0 indirect) 
Los Angeles-Long Beach MSA Job Base: 4,989,503 jobs 
Percentage: 0 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 0 percent decrease 

% 
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.I MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation of current mission. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

There are no significant community concems/issues involved with this realignment. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Validation of costs associated with recommended action. 

Marilyn WasleskiAnteragency Issues Team/04/12/95 10:35 AM 

DRAFT 



TO: 

MEMORANDUM 

Bob Cook 
Interagency Team Leader 

Ty Trippett 
Interagency Associate Analyst 

/' 

FROM: Elizabeth King rL 
Counsel 

SUBJECT: Whether DCMDW may legally pursue an option in the 1995 redirect to move to a 
purchased office building 

The Secretary of Defense has requested a redirect of a 1993 recommendation regarding 
options for relocating Defense Contract Management District West in El Segundo, CA. The 
1995 recommendation reads: 

Relocate the DCMDW to 

a. to Government property in LALong Beach area 
b. to space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the Port 

9 AuthorityICity of Long Beach. 
c. to a purchased office building 

whichever is the most cost-effective for DOD. 

If the Commission accepts another recommendation of the Secretary to close Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, option "b" will no longer be viable.However, DOD will still have the option to 
pursue either option "a" or "c". The Department of Defense have been granted separate statutory 
authority to enter into leases and to purchase or construct office buildings, independent of GSA 
authority. 

Under 10 U.S.C. 8 2676, the Secretary of Defense may acquire property but the purchase 
must be expressly authorized by law. Under 10 U.S.C. 5 2667, the Secretary of Defense also has 
authority to enter into a lease. If the Secretary does decide to purchase property over $200,000 or 
enter into a lease that has an annual rental of more than $200,000, the Secretary, under 10 U.S.C. 
tj 2662, must submit a report of the facts to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives and then wait a period of thirty days before making the purchase. 



*.* - -1 GSA Head Urges Leasing Freeze . * , 

I Bi'g-Epu@@ Buying Also Wuld Halt Pendng Decisiom on8Needs 

The L d  of thece&;ai<&ces 
Administration said yqstqqday he 
ants aifreeze aa federal office leasing 
and majq equipment purdw~~ so 
the gowmme~t  can-figute wt how 
talk of dqwns&ing.tfaaslstes into 
real-life needs. , , 

~ecause theIrra,~s' LWt mn- 
centration of rented .f&r&al office 
space is in the Wwhhgtont area, 
such a freeze ,~ouW We its largest 
impact here. 

GSA Administrator Roger John- 
son, whose agenv is the. W o r d  
and central purchasing authority for 
much of the government, said at a 
press briefing that the government 
should establish a 60- to 90-day mor- 
atorium on leases and purchases 
"until we know what comes out of 
this Col,mas." 

He s&, "I woukl bate like heck to 
renew thtee leases for 20 years" and 
watch the agencies abolished. 

J o h n  wants the freeze to affect 
not o@, the space and equipment his 
agency me&, tpt ,also that con- 
trolled by other agencies. He pro- 
posed such a dwmtorium &er this 
month' to thk Residefit's -hhage-  
m&t Council, a *group made up of 
agency heads and charged with 
overseeing tlte redudan of the fed- 
eral labor force. "It is imperative 
that we move qdcMy to postpone or 
cancel actions which do not admowl- 
edge this new reality," he wrote in a 
memo explsining laio proposal. 

He saidthat h e d o t h e r s  had the 
uthority to maker some decisions 

freeze m their own agencies. 
I feel it would be much 

. . . "imperative that we move quickly" 

more effective, practically and politi- 
cally, if the [council] took a proactive 
role at a policy level . . . to assure 
that agencies and departments do not 
acquire new property until they fully 
utilize current government assets." 

Johnson said yesterday that he be- 
lieves the council members will s u p  
port him. "I'm sure prudent minds will 
prevail," he said. A GSA spokesman 
said the agency expects to hear back 
from the council soon about the pro- 
pod. 
h the Washington area, GSA is 

both the biggest landlord and biggest 
tenant, with a total of 73 million 
square feet of space in its portfolio- 
about 20 Pentagons' worth. Of that, 
about 60 percent is rented from pri- 
vate landlords. 

Testifying yesterday at a Senate 
Appropriations subcommittee hear* 
ing, Kenneth R. Kimbrough, who runs 
GSA's real estate operations, said 
leases on roughly a tenth of that 
space, or 4 million square feet, roll 
over each year. T h e  least-cost way 
to satisfy a shrinking appetite for red 
estate is not to renew leases as they 
come due," he said. 

In response to a question from Sen. 
Richard C. Shelby (R-Ala.), Johnson 
and Kimbrough said they didn't have 
a figure immediately available on how 
much the government pays in rent on 
space W y  each year. 

But it's a big number. Shelby asked, 
"Is it ovq a billion d o h  a year? 
'Y&: Kimbrough said. 
Early last yea., GSA ‘temporarily 

froze leasing while it examined prb  
jeds to determine what was needed, 
The private sector here quickly felt 
the effects. Local real estate e m i t s  
have said the GSA freeze is pnn$rily 
responsible for leasing in the District 
last year slowing from the pace set the 
year before. 

If the freeze Johnson has proposed 
takes effect, it also would cover "big- 
ticket" office equipment purchases, . 
those costing more than $1,000. 

GSA already has taken a step in that 
direction, freezing purchases of per- 
sonal computers and printers for its 
own etbployeea for two months. 

The agency has shed more thab 
4,000 employees since the beginning 
of 1993, and more than 1,000 more 
are scheduled to go. That m q s  the 
agency now has too many computers. 
According to an internal memo an= 
nouncing the freeze, the agency has 
19,379 personal cemputers-and . 
16,700 employes. 
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AVAILABLE BUILDINGS 

LONG BEACH 

SECTION I: Purchase Opportunities 

Dovptopra Lopn Beach 

1. American Savings Building - 401 East Ocean Boulevard 

2. Croclier Bank Building - 180 East Ocean Boulevard 

3. Union Bank Building - 400 Oceangate 

Lone Beach Airport area 

4. Long Beach Airport Bwiness Park, B d d i n p  F & G - 
4900 and 4910 Airport Plaza Drive 

5. Long Beach Airport Business Park, Buildings D & E.- 
4811 and 4801 Airport Plaza Drive 

6. ICilrojr Airport Center 
3880 & 3890 KiJmy Airport Center Way 

7. Freeway Business Center 
1501. & 1515 Hughes Way 

SECTION 11: Lease Opportunities (Both Dowotowo 6: Long Beach Airport arm) 



PURCHASE AVAILABILITY INFORMATION 

I. American Savings Building - 401 East &an iloulevard 

This twclvc-story offica high-rise ir comprised of approximately 125.000 square feet. It was built in 
1984 and as a Class "B" building, maintains prestigious ocean views overlooking the Long Beach 
Convention Gntar. Thc building currently has appraximatcly 80,000 squue feet available and lends 
i t s c l f v q  fawxably for a hge  uscr because of its contiguous vacant floors rvaiiable. The building has 
a sgarak psrking dtnrchaa wiib a pulang mtio of approximately 3 ID for 1,000 spaces available. T h e  
intcriar improvemmb would cost in the $25/SF raage to reconfigurr: to the DODIDLA'S requhents 
as we know them. The buildmg is on "fee" land We estimate a salts price of approximately 
El 0,000,000.00 (SIJO/SF). 

2. Crocktr Bunk Building (Prevtou~ly known nr) - 180 East Oman Boulevard 

This twelvestory bui ldq  is cunpM of approximately 195,205 square feet. It was built in 1982 and 
has traditionally maintain4 a 95% accupancy rate. It currently has 100,000 square feet available. It 
hns unobsbwtcd accan view sew in Long Be& and i s  poised on Occan Boulavard adjactnt to the 
Long Beach Convention Canter and tbe Pmmade. lnteriot irnprrmmatts would cost approximately 
$25/SF to renovate to me& the requirements of the DODmLA as we how them. The parking for the 
bui ldq is provided for in an u n d e r p m d  structure at a ratio of 311000. Thc buildmg is on "fee" land. 

3. Union B w k  Buildlng - 400 Oce~gate 

7k.s thirteen-stay building is rppmximatcly 157,683 rquan feet. It was built in 1976 end h u  recently 
W g m  a major math. It Mrmd)yhas qpxhate ly  75,000 r q w ~  feet vacant and would lend 
itself well fa a large usa. It is acroas tba street from the. Greater Lon Angdes World Trade Centa and 
has strong ocean v i m  as well. Interior improydm~nts would cost lpproximatbly 525lSF to renovate 
to the DOD/DLA1 rcquir.emants as we Lmnv thcm. The bulldmg m u t a m  . . a parking structure that . 
b o w  approxunately a 4/1000 p a k q  d o .  Tbe building is on "fee" I d .  We anticipate a sdes price 
of S 10,990,000.00 ($70/SF'). I 

4. Long Beach A i r p o ~  Burinas h r k  - kildlnp F & G 
4900 and 4910 Alrporl Ham Dn'vc 

Thase tw thnaatary b W 1 p  wae built in 1984, rad are joined by a common lobby area. Thcy total 
150,403 rcntable square fee& with a typical floor being 25,067 squan fat The majority of the space 
is open plan, so the cost to m a t e  be budding to fit the DOD/DLA'r rtguirtmentr would be minimal 
(S ISISF). Puking ,is ptbvidad for in an adjacent rtmcm M wcU u surfsct pnrkmg wound the 
buildings at a ratio of 4/1000, We anticipate a cdu price of S5~50,000.00/pcr building ($70.00 pw 
square foot). Both of thlclC buijdhp we oa I d  1 a . d  owned by th City of Long Bcwh. 



5,  Long Beach Airport Businem Park - Buiiding~ D & E 
4811 and 4801 A i r p o ~  Plaza Drive 

Built ia 1985, Building D consists of a sixltor). bulldmg totahg 121,000 squitrs fee:, Interior 
improvamnts would cost approximhtety SZS/SF to fit the rcquinments of the DODDLA as we h o w  
flaa P d i q  is provided for in an immclatdy adjdjaccnt structure at a ratio of 5/1000. Thc price bas 
not yet been established, but wc estimate a sales price of apy;~  r:;utely S10,890,000.00 ($90.00 per 
square foot). This building is OD a ground lease with the City of Long Beach 

Also built in 1985, Building E is an eight-story building t o W g  165,000 squarc feet. It is lcascd to 
McDonacU huglac aad the lease expires an May 30, 1997. However, McDonnell Douglas has 
indicated that tbay would like to vacate. Parking is provided for in an immediately adjacent structure at 
B rabo of 5/1000. Wt estimate t& s a h  price of this building to be $14,850,000.00 ($90 00 per square 
foot). This building is on a ground lease witb the City of Long Beach. 

I .- 1' . . ,"-. 

6. gihoy Airporl Center c I ,- 
-I 

f 1 

The two buildings that were toured ar Kilroy Airport r t t e r  3380 -9 Way w o r t  Center are 
no long er available. 3880 w u  leased on a long term lease by DcVry schools. 3890 was 16ascd to 
M c D o ~ e l  Douglas at the time of tbe tour. There was speculation that they would be vacating the 
buildmg, however they bave since mewed their lease. 

Z Freeway Busina~ Ceutn 

Thre arc two available buildings that fit the rquiremcnt at the Fmway Business Center. This 
development is located at the nortb west corner of the Long Beach (710) Freeway and the San Diego 
(405) Frceway: 

I S I S  and 1501 Hu~hes Wm: 

These two 80,000 squarc foot buil* were built in 1984 md were previously occupied by Hum. 
The interior irapmvemonts would cost approxtmately S15$25/SF to remodel to the DODIDLA'S 
requirements as we know them. The parking b provided for in a three story parking muctw 
immediately rdjaccnt to the property. We feel either of the buildings can be purchued for 
approximately S60lSF or S4,800,000.00. Both of these buildings are on "fee" land. 









DCMC DISTRICTS - 1990 
6 Districts 

INTERNATIONAL 
8 CAOs 
2.5K CONTRACTS 
$2.28 VALUE 
505 PERSONNEL 
575 CONTRACTORS 

NORTH CENTRAL NORTHEASTERN 
22 CAOs 27 CAOs 
61 K CONTRACTS 109K CONTRACTS 
$1 378 VALUE $1 348 VALUE 
3391 PERSONNEL 3639 PERSONNEL 
4084 CONTRACTORS 521 7 CONTRACTORS 

MID-ATLANTIC 

130K CONTRACTS 
$1 078 VALUE 
3633 PERSONNEL 
8439 CONTRACTORS 

28 CAOs 
91 K CONTRACTS 
$2378 VALUE 
51 94 PERSONNEL 
5986 CONTRACTORS 67K CONTRACTS 

$1 388 VALUE 
3320 PERSONNEL 
4493 CONTRACTORS 





Defense Contract Management 
~ W Y  PI-/ District West - June 94 I vrl yu-a, K 

MEXICO 

T AREA OPERATIONS 

ALASKA CHICAGO, IL SAN DIEGO, CA ST. LOUIS, MO 
DENVER, CO SAN FRANCISCO, CA TWIN CITIES, MN 
EL SEGUNDO, CA SANTA ANA, CA VAN NUYS, CA 
MILWAUKEE, WI SEATTLE, WA WICHITA, KS 
PHOENIX, AZ 









DCMDW Top Ten Programs ($B) 

PROGRAM 
C-I 7 
TITAN 
B-1 B 
F-18 
AMRAAM 
TOMAHAWK 
DSPISATELLITE 
DSPJSENSORS 
LONGBOW/APACHE 
NMDS 



DCMDW 
Downsizing Environment 
- Budget 
- Employees 
- Federal Bureaucracy 

Encourages Innovation 
- New Organization Structures 

- Multi-Functional Teams 
- Empowered 
- Customer Focused 



DCMDW (cont.) 
New Operating Attitudes 

- Teaming with Customers and Contractors 
- Process Champions and Facilitators 
- Reinvention Labs 

New Competitive Culture 
- Stating Performance Requirements 

~ [ L * W Y \ ~ '  
pa$ f', d - Integrating Requirements - Budget +.y ,, 

- Measuring Results Q f i  /------ 

- Recognizing Success -L+ &- (-.. k 
4 kt-- 

?5&dd 

- Improving Processes and Results 





Multi-Functional Team 
Administrative Contracting Officer 
Program Integrator 
Quality Assurance 
Engineer (Hardware / Software) 
Property / Transportation / Plant Clearance 
Logistics 
Other as Required 

,L~, AIP 
c C- k& 

pq OF./ rc 0 - 

- f l d ~ ~ l : ~ k ~ & ~  
i% BRAC 95 b C K - ' k -  . ~ - L I J - - ~ ~ ~ , - ~ / ~  

fi +l-f&d ;3'.% 



Storefront AOs and DPROs , A ~PP- 

@ Consolidated 1 Disestablished 
90 - 94 12 DPROS 

3 DCMAOs 
./ 95 4 DPROs Pending 
Span of Control 

,\-p Q.. p-b L Q+w ", & 
$,x 94 6:1 
.:/ 95 1 5 1  

Q, Savings - More to Come -,bye ~ J F  J I - ~ ~ ~ ~ - J  
~+.'h&,h 

wp 18 High Grade Positions li7- f& G,. 

(GS-15 & 14s) Eliminated In Field odd. hmy 
O- - 

45i 6 High Grade Positions 
Eliminated at HQtrs 



DISTRICTS - WHERE MISMATCHES FIT TOGETHER 
THE NATURE OF DISTRICTS - TWO DIRECT CUSTOMERS 

"Get us positioned properly "Assure, facilitate and "Deliver the best service our 
and get us paid." leverage CAO performance" people and systems are 

capbable of ." 

", , ,I od,.rid mu r ? % u , c @ i $ ~  
ct 0 . C .  

u 

ydu',q kdg"i+ Fur-eCr* b ~ ~ , b  h~ i - .AN & - I? 6.J I 3 b. ,,(J;J* 
h/ uii: - --I-+-- -b 0 

* POLITICAL - E * OPERATIONAL - 
* LONG TERM * SHORTTERM 

* VISION & RESOURCES L I * SERVICE DELIVERY 

* POLICY INITIATIVES Y 
A- 

* OPERATING INITIATIVES - ASSURANCE 
FACILITATE 1 



Western District Headquarters 





District Level Successes 
Automation Process 

Enterprise Networking 

Imaging 

Automated SF 52 

Performance Labor Accounting System 
W A S )  [(,u& 4 i & J J k d l 2 ' i Y ( t h -  - 



Imaging Official Personnel 
Folders 

@ Paperless OPF 
cr Document ConversionIScanning 

Approx. 1.5 Million Pages 
./ October 1994 - February 1995 

e Standard Indexing 
e Verification: OPM Requirement Beginning 

Mid-October 
ao On-Line Retrieval 

xy Accessible Immediately for Human Resources 
.r Viewing Stations at AOs & DPROs 





Performance Labor Accounting System 
Software Development Cycle 

Traditional Approach 
4 Define Requirements 
4 Design Program 
4 Code Program 

5-7 YEARS 4 Test Program 
4 Deploy Program 

LAS Approach 
Integrated Team 
In-House Programmer 
Concurrent Development1 

Codingfrest 
Large Scale User Testing 

+ Iterative Design Process 



Integrated Management 
Process 

e Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) 

.r Unit Self Assessment 

pr Labor Management Relations Committee (LMRC) 

Career Tracks 

rsl Team Awards 





District Vision 
GPRA 

Entrepreneurial Metrics 
Spirit \ / 

Continuous Action Performance 
Improvement Plan 

AutomatedQ d, 
-&$+ 

Non-Labor 
Labor \ 

I Commercial 
Gathering I Software 

Empowerment 

Equals lm~roved Customer Satisfaction & Com~etitiveness 



Performance Auditing 

B Unit Self Assessment (USA) 
Perform Annuallv 

I 

4 DCMDW Executive Leadership 
participated in Staff USA 

e q&cJ SU pa.&-- u-L A 3  
vfl Oct Workshop - ~ r d $  w- h ~ Q O Y -  bk P G ~ L ~  

-- Produce Reference Document with 
Best Practice 





a,, + 
3 BRAC 95 - Why L.A.. 

L ~ L  Y \ r ~  . c w p  
~alifornia'- A Viable, Strong Business State 

- Entrepreneurial, diversified 
- Rate of employment outranks .- most states 

- - 17% of newly created jobs 
- Science based industries 

- 27% of U.S. computer industry 
- 30% of U.S. biotech sectors 

- No. of businesses leaving state down 29% 
- Rental costs - - -  for office space d ~ ~ O %  - 
- Strong global ties 

- Partnership with Mexico 
- Gateway to Pacific Rim 

- Predominant state supporting DoD 







BRAC 95 Redirection 
Absorb a Portion of DCMD South 
Relocate to Government Facility 
Relocate to Least Cost Commercial Facilitv 

(. 

Purc 

Advantages 
- Broader Range of Options for Relocation 
- Ability to Negotiate When Rates are Low 





Ty , 

The following information is forwarded per your request: 

Current space requirement: 65.000 office net uscable space 

FY 96 space requirement: 57,500 office net useable space (less tennant space) 

Note: If the District HQ relocated or contructed a building. Gross spacc would be approximately 
72.000 sq fi. 

Current authorized positions: 301 (District HQ bldg) 

FY 96 positions projection: 280 (District HQ bldg) 

Lcasc cost (less tennants costs and recent return of 1 floor space to GSA): $3 4M 

Purchase and rertnovation costs (as of Scp 94): $5.4M 

Let me know if I can be of firrther service. 

betty w. 

'.. 
\>FTlONAL FORM q9 (7 %I 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  P of ~ Q R '  ' › / 
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MATLQW-KENNEDY COMMERCIAL 

4510 East Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 100 
Long Beach, Califortlia 90804-3227 

Pbunc; (3 10) 498-6889 Fax: (3 10j 597-2334 

Date: Apr 20, 1995 

Time: 6: 18 PM 

Pages: 14 (Including Cover} 

To; Norma Lefkowitz 
2 13-894-5922 

From: Scott C Prazier 
3 10-597-2334 

$ ub ject: GS A Requirement, 40-50,000sf 

Message: Attached per your request i s  a rcnral survey for properties in El Segundo and I,ong 
Beach with 40,000 to 50,000 sf available. Please contact either Robert or I with m y  
questions. WG look forwa-d to working with you furtl-ier on this requirement. 

Matlsw-Kennedy Commercial 
Real Estate Services 



BmfDINt; Rf,PCIHT Repared f2m. Ms. Norma h3nntcru 
US. GSA 

H bnc~l r r t id - r~sz  
rituatd alilng Pine 
Awnlre. Benwntrid irl 

1989. The huitding 
ion~erly x i is  t t ~  Biink of 
Ane~ica Pra~uh L'Opcr~ 
in ground floor. 

Prep.rrtd Hy. S C I Y I T  J RJLTIER PAGE 1 
hI'R 7c; -495 ' P  

'0 

- -- ----.-.- - - - - -  m 
I 

TU 

'for4 SF: 

Avail  SF: 

L,se Rate {tTJ: 

I,>e K~tc i,LV Fkg CIlg 2: $0.00 r-.. 

w - - 
Flnors; 6fAge. 93 yrt. N 

U l  

Pkg Ratio. .?11000 ' C )  
I 

m 
R r ~ m e d ,  'kes cn 

-3 
Pkg Chg 1: $45 CHI E? 

6~ 04~0 

36.089 

51.25 PSG 

3545 Building 

t3p Exp: Rase Yrcrr 

Escal CCX.A 

71 k i iaw Neguliirble - Reler 

( 5 s-nry 5tul and glass 1 Total St*: 6 0 , 8 5 0  ) OF Erp: Baxc jvsr Pkg Ratio. 311OllQ 

Reserved: No 

PkgCag 1: $0 00 

~ t g  c3g 2: $n.no 
Floors: 5lAge 12 yrs 

I r ~ f f i c t :  building. Parking I AvailSF: 41.862 1 Bscal: PLsl 
$.twct.gre adjacent to 1 projee~ Wilding umkr 
ncv owlrcr~hip Nu 
looyer chargill? fur 
parking 

h e  Rate (ti): $1.27 FSCJ 

LSL' Rille I f - . ) :  $1.25 FSC 

'Tt ktlrrw: Minimal 

Ima& 1 2 .<I %. 

I Ten srnry eldet- ( Tntvl SF: 106,41j? ( Up Exp: Raz.'i.'car Pky Ratio: 2.511 (ID0 

Kcsersed : Yes 

PkgChgl: 530.IlO 

 kg chg 2: so. oa 
Floors: IWAge: 26 yrs. 

I traditiondl office I A v i l  SF: 82,068 I Escal: CYi 
build in^ Existinc 37 11 Long BcaEh Bwil~vard 

h n g  Beach, CA !I0837 
*. I n~edical suite 1.3i9 s.f  1 Lsz Rate- (li): 3 1.10 FSC. I TI  all^!\^: hlinimal - Relct 

h, Rare. [Lj: S 1 .?W FSG 

Prcnlium s~wl & glass 
building locscd in 
naater planned park. 
Marriott h o t ~ l  within 
vlalking distmc 
Building has northerly 
~oiew of golf cwrs .  

Tim1 SE 156,293 

A w l  SR 57,240 

Lsc Rate (H): 9.1.95 FSG 

LsaRate[L): 91.YSPSG 

Up Esp: Baw Year 

Fiscal. COLA 

'I? Alic~\\*- 5Vnrklette1 

Load. 12.5% 

Pkg Rada: 4i lClOU ~ 
Reserved: N.3 

Pkg Clhg 1 : so. 00 
Pkg Chp 2: $U.FO 

Floors: &'Age: 7 yrs. 

/ hf~dplrn stuet-glass ( Total St;: 21 8,296 I Op Exp: Base Year Pkg Ratio: 3(lOOcl 

I shui:ctire. Part of E twin 
tower complex. Has 
L.aGrc.tte i n  buildiap, 

hva 1 SF 35,309 

Lsc Fate MI. $1.90 FSG 

Reserved: Yrs 
OD Uccengat~ 
,ring Bcact. CA 90802 Pkg Chg 1 : $45 -00 

Pkg Chg 2: $1 1 u.flfl I sqack bar on pizza le're'. [.st Ra$ 11,). $3 .?5 FS(j I I Load. 13.VT 
Additiumi SF avaiIable 

itet 247 Floors: l4Age:  12 jrr5. 

? ;  
I in  near term. 1 I 

'C 
C 

a 
-- - - A -- - - -  MATU)U7-KENNEDY - -A --- CO~~fEKCLAZ. - -. 

Y ~ u  Pirw h ~E&E-I? 3sam='2itdffru2e P E A 1  E S T A T E  S E R Y I C F S  
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831 5. Dougsas Street 

831 S. hug la  Sect 
El Segundo, CA W245 

I Pkg Ratio: 3 . 3 3  @{;XI 

Reserved: 

1 stg, off& building. Tola1 SF: 60+44 6 
Avail. 3p~ce: 5192. AvailSF: 5,192 

Lse Rate [H): 51 .I5 FSG 

LPeRate(L): $1.15 FSG 

I 

- 
Ykg Chg 1: S45.00 €0 - - 
Pkg Clhg 2: $0.00 ro 0> 

Fluors: 1IAgc: 30 yrs. 

Op Exp: Base Year 

Em!: Negotiable 

T'lMloa: Negotiable 

Load: Q.U% 

840 Apollo Street 

M0 A N 1 3  Street 
El. S egund3, CA 90245 

1 3 story offrce klildbzg. I Total SF: j:4,782 1 Up E q :  BseYear 
I Available space: 529 to 
1,831. 

Pkg Ratim 3.5j1000 

Resend: 

Pkg Chg 1: $45.00 

Fkg Cly; 2: $0.00 

Floors: !./Age: :6 yrs. 

Avail SF: 4,481 I Escai: Negotiable 

Lse Rate {H): $1.40 FSG TI ,%lbw: Negaiiable 

Ise RateIL): $1.4C1 FSG h a d :  14.0% 

1 Contlncutal Grand f laza I 6 swry oflice building. I Tolal SF: 240,003 1 Op Exp: Base Year 

871 Nasi Street 

871 Nash Stxoel 
El Segundc, CA 90245 

I 
I 1 Sit& 365 

I 
. - 

~ v a i l & l e  space: Gr. 6 I AvailSR 11,813 Escal: Yegoti ~ble 
9,670 sf Csubleasel: 3rd 

( 192616494; 4th 75,; 5tk. ( h e  Rate (H): $1.95 FSG 1 TI Allow: Yegoti~ble 

j 

3 story ofice building. 
A~ail. space: 1st R 
13,369; 3rd F1 25,237. 

! LseRateIL?: S1.90 WG I Load: 14.58 

Ykg Ratio: 4.l1QQD 

Reserverl: 

pke Chg 1: $45.00 

Pkg C t ~ g  2: $O.OU 

Floors: WAge: 9 yrs. 

TolalSF: 72.500 

h a i l  SF: 38.606 

Lse Rate {H ): $1.25 FSG 

LseRate(L1: $1.15 FSG 

Continental Park Terrace / 4 story office building. I Toial SF: LE(9,OflO I Op Exp: Base Year 

07 Exp: B s e  Year ' 
Escsl: Negotiable 

TI Albv: Negotiable 

Load: 13.2% 

Pkg Ra~io: 3.511000 

Reserved: 

k g ~ i l g l :  ~ 5 . 0 0  

Pkg Chg 2: 90.00 

Flocrs: 3iAge: 2.2 yrs, 

2361 - 2381 Rcswrm Ave. 
EL Segul~ddo, CA 902A5 

Pkp; Ratio: 3.511000 

Reserve& 

Pkg Chg 1: $45.00 

Ykg Chg 2: $0.00 

Floors: 4iAge: 3 yls. i h e  RW (L}: S 1.75 FSG 

space: 1st 19G5; 
3rd 7220; 41h 4417. 

h a d :  12.59 

Avail SF: 32,611 

Lsc Rate {TI): 5 1.75 FSG 

- - 
Escal: Negotiable 

'TI M a w :  Negoriabl.: 
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Pacific Cwpratr Towers 

, 100 N. Sq>uhw$a Bbd. 
El Segundo. CA 90245 

W 1 Pkg Ratia: 4/1000 cn 
-2 

3,770 s t  10h H 8,896 
sf. Sublessc -37,000 sf 
thru 5101 @ $1.25 

Resewed: 

Ykg Chg i r  S4S.00 

1 Ykg Chg 2: SO.OU Lse Rate (I.). ST.90 FSG Lo& 14.0% 

Pacific Car porate Towers 1 24 sbry ofice building. Total SF: 543,631 I OpExp: BweYear 

9 Exp: Basc Year 

Escal: Negn tiable 

TI AIEov?: Negotiable 

20 srory offsce building 
(park of 3 buildrig 
oorriplex}. Ava.11, space: 
GZ. n 7.232 4rh FI 

To:& SF: 500,000 

Avail SF: 15,730 

LrieRatete(H): S1.WFSG 

Pkg Ratia 441000 

Rzscrved; 

Pkg Chg 1: 445 -90 

Fkg Chg 2: $0.00 

Flowrs: %/Age: 13 yrs. 

222 N. Stpuboh Blvd. 
El Scgundo, CA 90245 

Sit& 336 

Xerox Ctnlre Phase 11 

~vailahle space: 13rh- 
411 In 2512; 14Lh 12Ej 
2.162; 15th 846 u, 2347; 
1&h 846 10 7376; 171h 
3990; 22nd 13465. 

I West Bay Plezu 
I 1 2201 El Segundo Blud. 
/ El Segunda, CA 90215 

1 Site# 330 

S i td  333 

- - -- -.- 

I 12 story office buildbig. I Total SF: 255.0110 1 Op E X ~ :  Rase Year 

Avail SF: 5 1,3 39  

h e  Retc (HI: $1.90 FSG 

he R~~~ [L): ~ 1 , 9 0  3 s ~  

2 stcn-y office builcfmg. 

Available space: I ,OX 
to 43.062. 

Avail SF: 54,050 I Escal: Ncgoti~hlc 

Lse Rate &I): S1,BD FSG Ti Allow: Negoticble 

Escal: Negotiable 

TI Allow: Negoiiabte 

Load: l 4 . O I  

i 

Pkg E.atio: 4/1000 

Reserved: 

Pkg Chg I:  $45.00 

Fxg Chg 2: $0.00 

Floors: 12lhge: 8 ~ T S .  

Total SF: 48.ODO 

Avail SF: 48,030 

Lse Rare [HI: $0.95 FSG 

Lse Rate (U: $0.95 FSG 

1 

Xerox Center 15 story ooffice building. 
i 
1 101 Conhental Blud. 

El Segundo, 1=P, AnJS 

Site# 326 

Op Exp: B~se Year 

Escal: Ne.gotitble 

TL Allow: Negotiable 

h a d :  

TotaiSF: 326,163 

AvailSF: 0 

he. R ~ E  (HI: 51.65 WG 

h e  Rate (L): $1.65 FSG 

Pkg Ratio: 5/1000 

Reserved: 

Rig Chg 1: 30.00 

Pkg Chg 2 S0.00 

Floors: &'Age: 21 yrs. 

Dp Exp: BmeYeer 

Escal: Negotiable 

TI Allow: Negotiable 

had: 

Pkg Ratin: 411000 

Resenred: Yes 

Pkg Cbg 1: $45.00 

Pkg Chg 2: $0.00 

Floors: 15/Age: 25 yrs. 
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5777 W. Ceaturg Plaza 1 17 stor{ office hui1dir.g. Total SF: 472,531 1 O g  Exp: BaseYcar Pkg Ratio: 3(1000 

Resewed: Yes 

Pkg Chg 1: S65.(10 

Fkg Chg 2: $85.00 

Floors: i7/P+ge: 13 ys. 

I I 
. - 

Avail. space: 2153W sf - 1 ~i r r i lSE 21.7.375 Escd: Nego tisble 
on variws floor 5747 W. C c n ~ u ~  Blvd. 

L a  Angcles, CA 9W5 I I Laa Wde(H). $1.10 WD 1 TI ,Ubw: Negotiable 

L e  Rece (L): 50.85 FSG I Lned: 15.0% 

6171 Century Bulldiug I Pkg Ratio: 411000 

Reserved: 

k g  Chl; 1: QO.OQ 

Pk$ Chg 2 80.00 

Floors: 3,fAge: 17yr%. 

3 story office building, 

6171 W. Century Hlird. 
Lo; Angeles, CA 90045 

To:al SF: 90.0UO I Op Exp: £3 ase Year 

Avail SF: 53.762 Esc:nik Negcltjrble 

Lse Ratc @.I): 53 1.20 FSG Ti Allow: Negotiable 

b e  Rare 0 -1: 51 OIt FSG Laad: 14.0% 

12story bIdg, Avail. 1 Total SF: 227,535 ( Up Exp: BrseYem Ykg Ratio: 3.5110W 

Reserved: Yes 

Fkp Chg 1: $60.00 

Pkg Chg 2: 590.00 

Floors: 121,kp: 28 y s .  

I I spa=: id ~i3316; 2nd 
2884; 42h 19165; 5th 

I Avail SF: 39.248 Escal: Negotiable 

1 $551; 7th 1; 184; 8th I b e  Rate (H): $1.15 FSG I TI M b w :  Negotiable 

Airport Ceoter I1 1 14 story offifroc buildig. ] Tatnil SF: 214,166 C)p Exp: Iime Year Pkg Rub: 3.5/1000 

Reserved: Yes 

Pkg Chg 1: $6G.U0 

Pkg Chg 2: @O.OU 

Floors: 14/A;~e-: 31 yrs. 

I Axailable wee: 3rd fi 1 AvlilSF: 19.490 Eeral: Negotiable 
16500; 4th :6500; 5th 1 5958 Cen- Blvd. 

h s  An&eles, CA P W 5  1 12$2; 6th 16650; 701 1 Lse Rate (H): $1.15 FSG I Ti &low: Negatiable 

: Airport Center In Pkg Ralio: 3.511 0013 

Kesesd Yes 

F'kg Chg 1: $60.00 

PkgChg2: $90.00 

Fl~ors: 14/Age: 20 yrs. 

I sp.: 2nd 323289; 3rd 8051; 
4ih 246.3I'3014: 5th 

I AvailSF. 81,531 I Escal: Negotiable 
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Alrport  OIPict: Center - 8929 f 5 smry office buildmg. f 'Toti SF: 57,500 1 OpExp: BaueYear 
Avail. space 2nd FI AvailSF: 19.762 I Ew al: Negotiable 
B61/25QO; 3rd 941 ; 4th 
98QkS12; 5th 2740t h e  Rate (H) $1 311 FSG TI Albw: Negotiable I LaeKate(I,\: $1.20 FSG I Lad: LdO% 

Pkg Ratio: 31 1000 

Resewd 

Pkg Chg 1: $33.If0 

Ekg Chg 2: $0.00 

Floors: lifAge: 32 ynr. 

Airport Office Center - 8939 1 5  tory office bbuitdir~g. I Total SF: 67,500 ) Op Exp: Rae Year Pkg Ra~io: 3/1000 

Reserved: 

PlrgChgl: 533.00 

Pkg Chg 2- SO.00 

Fbms %Age: 32 2, 

Avd. spw.  2nd 614 
1962i 1364&E422fllW; 
3rd 9 5 1  11551.2989, 4th 

First Natlonwlde Bank 

Avail SF: 18,2J 8 

a K :  $1.25 FSG 

S i t d  352 

Escd: Negori able 

Tf Allvn: Negoti aabl~ 

PkglZa~io 3/k000 

R e s w d  Yes 

Pkg C3g 1: $49.50 

g 2 $82.50 

Floors. WAge: 15 yrs. 

1 8 story office buildiig. ( Toid SF: 100,000 1 Dp E.xp: Base Year 

Century Beutevard Tower 

,5757 W. Centuq Blvd, 
Los hse-fm, C A 90345 

I I 
. - 

AuaiL space: 295 to 1 Avail SF: 100.000 Esca-sll: Negotiable 
1 0  sf. 

Tolal SP: 3 19,294 

Avail SF: 152,561 

b e  Rate (H}: S 1.35 FSG 

b e   rat^ (l): $0.75 FSG 

8 srary offirxt building. 
&sail. spacen GF 19218 
(divisihte fmm 260 to 
lor95 SF); 2nd - 8rh m 
has s u i ~ s  from 683 ta 

I 1 h e  Rate W): $1-10 FSG 1 Ti Allow: Negotiable 

Op Exp: Base Year 

Escak Negntmble 

TI MIOW: Negotiable 

had; 130% 

Sit& 341 I 30'923 

Control Data  Bullding 

8616 La Tijera Blvd. 
h s  Angeles, CA 90345 

Site.# 354 

b e  Rate !Kc 50.95 FSG Load: 13.7% 

Op Exp: Base Year 

Eycal: Nqoti=able 

11 Allow: NegoGable 

Load: 13.0% 

h g  Ratio: 4/100D 

Reserved: 

Psg Cbg 1: S45.00 

P.rg Chg 2: SD.00 

Floors: 8,'Age: 32 yr5. 

I Pkg Ratio: W1000 

R e s m d  

Pkg Chg 1: $0.00 

Pkg Chg 2: $0.00 

Floors: S/Agea 31 yrs. 

5 srory ofice building. 1 Told SF: 50,000 
Avail space: 2ndfl 
86511600; 3rd 220RWi 
755i 1W'?/3132; 4th 
38111 622. 

Avail ST.: 9,9? 1 

tse Rabz @:I: $1.00 FSG 

LseRar~tL): $1.00FSG 
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1 2 s m y  office building. I Tola1 SP: 48,090 ( Op Exp: Mod. Cross 

I ~ r a l a b l e  spaw: 0. - I *vail SF: 0 
Tenant wms for their I Bcd: Negotiable 

' <  

f own electricity. I h e  Rate{H): 81 -25 MG I ?.f Mhw: Negotiable 

I L~eRatc[L): ;67.25MG I b a d :  0.0% 

Pkg Ratim 4/10110 

Rzserved: 

Pkg Chp I: $0.00 

Pkg Chg 2 $0.00 

Floors: UAge: 14 yrs. 

I 
KB Atport Center 

5250-53013 W, Century Blvd. 
h s  Angeles, CA 90.345 

S i t d  340 

I TWO 7 stow office 1 Tuial SF: 158,Ol)D I Op Erg: Base Year 
buildings. Avail, space: I Avail SF: 53.536 I Escal: Negotiable 
Is[ F1 6537; 2nd $193; 
9028; 4th 5328; 5th Lse Kale (Hj: 50.80 FSG TI Allow: Negotiable 

Pkg Ratio: 4)lOOU 

Resenred: 

ekg Chg 1: $42.00 

Pkg Chg 2: $0.00 

Fioars: 1CAge: 28 yrs. 

125W 6th 12500; 7th ! Ise Rate (Lj: $0.80 FSG 
1250D. 

A, ad&b +ce: 1st FI 

- I Avail SF: 36,030 Escai: Negoti eble 
52ClO-5230 pacjfiE c-wpe 3639; 2nd 22770; 3rd 
b s  Angdcs. CA POi)4!i 9,421. Sublease 16.341 h Ra= W): 52.M FSG TZ Alhw: Negatieble 

Load: 12.0% 

Pkg Ratio: 4/1000 

Reserved- 

Pkg Chg 1: 545.00 

Pkg Chg 2: SO.00 

Floors: 3/Age: 6 yrs. 

Paradise Buildlag 

-- - 

Pkg Ratio: 311000 

Resenred: 

PkgCl~gl:  S33.00 

Pkg Chg 2: $0.0(1 

Fluors: 8Agc 14 yrs. 

- - - . - - - -- 

Royal Alrwort Center 

I Op Exp: BaseYear 

Escal: Negotiable 

TI Allvn; Negotiable 

Load: 13.0% 

2 t.mry offie building. 
Auai!. space: GF 
SW/5921 
632i832i1462l2179; 
2nd fl 63U1OS5f 2162. 

I 5933 W. Century Blvd. 
bs Angelcs, CA 30045 

Total SF: 37,000 

Avail SF.: 10,055 

Lse Ratc (H): $1.40 FSG 

bLsc~ak:L): s ~ . ~ , J  WC; 

1 12 story office. hi ldi ig .  I Tad Sf: 206,760 ( Op Exp: BareYear 

I Available spsce: GF 
1533!2il723 2nd 5210; 

Avzil SF: 2'7.25 8 I a Hegogaiable 

4th 1352Ji102: 6th 1 Lsc Rale (H): $1 25 FSG TI Allow: Negotiable 
1431; 11th 11553. h e  Raw (Go: 51.25 FSG tC.ad: 'i3.0*~ 

I 

- 

Pkg Ratio: 311000 

Reserved: Yes 

Pkg Chg 1: 560.50 

P K ~  Chg 2: S99.00 

Floors: 12IAge: 12 yrs. 







prescribed by the President, except t*l~oue bltildinp a ~ d  
gt.oundu which art: otherw%e provided for by law; and 
when it sllall be mnde to appcar to tho said Administra- 
tor of General Services, or to the officer under his direc- 
tion having: imrncdiate charge of said nublic: h~iildings -.-. 
and grounds, - -- that. any  pewon or persons is ill unlawfbl 

.ion of said public I n n d s  in  the 
allall be t,h&duty of snih bfficer 

Tu iwLs$. GAL Dir . ltify the marshal of t.hv District 
1 ; of such unlawfttl occupiition, 

shall thel-eupon causc t.ile said 2 1 3 - 834 - 33s 3 s to be ejwted fro,, ,,id l a n d ,  

@&& "ion of t h e  same r*) t h o  officer- 
1 cutitody thereof. 

J).INGS ACT OF 1'339 

strator of' General Sen-ices, t,o- rn gr.g,c 35. m d w 0  . - L&' iu ~YC states Postal servic.e where hia 
.thorked to accept on behalf of 
ditiolial gifts of real, pcrsonul, 

la?- 2 - Am 
id of any project or [unction 
.risdictionu. 
u (if section 601 of the Ekono- rrs.c. F*~,  

w B / d  SMCA : 30, i!M2, as  ametidad, a re  
~rizt: the Administrator of Gen- 
I services in thc curl[ incl1t.al 
isis of full r~imbursciner~t., at 

t .5 i .. ,)>,, ..- De artlnent, to ally intcrna- 
%;F.'l::, .;! he nited Statefi (io~.(:rnment 

2 f; 
B 

trator of General Services is .m u . 5 . ~  29% 

ng any other provision of law, 
:wise designate any Izuilding 
11 trol of the Gener:il  service.^ 
5 of whether i t  was j>reviously 

FEnFlRAL SPACE MAN.4 I:;EMENT 
Es. Clrd No. 12072. h ~ j g .  16, I$?$ !J: F.R. 3tgi;g. 3 , , r . . ) ; ,  

By ttrc author it,^ vested in me ;u Presidell! of t h e  
United Slates of America by Section 2VSia) of [.he FCC]- 
ersl Property and Adminiutmt.ive Services Aci of 1949. 
as amended (40 U.S.C. 48G(a)), and in order t.0 l;,rescr.ibe 
nppruprinte policics and directives, not. incorlfiisknt 
with that  Act and other npylicable 1)rovisiuns 01. law, for 

OPTIONAL FOAM 89 (7-801 

F A X  TRANSMITTAL - - 
70 

.- 

-. 
Far; N 

NSN 7540-01-317:7'jt:& 

,m --. . 
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t.he planning, ~cquisit.ion, utilization, and nlanapetrle~lt. 
of Federnl space facilities, it is hereby ordered rrs fol- 
lows: 
1-1. S ice Acquisition. -+. .,.. . . 
1-16. Federal facilities and Federal use of s lace iu 

urban are= ahall solve to strengthen the dation's 
cities and to make them attractive placea.to live and 
work. Such Federal space ehall conserve exlsting urban 
resources and encourage the development and redcvel- 
opment of cities. 

1-102.  procedure^ for meeting s*nce needs in urban 
are= shall give serious consideration to the impact a 
site selection will have on improving the social, econom- 
ic, environmental, and cultural conditions of the com- 
munities in the urban area. 

1-103. Except where such selection is otherwise pro- 
hibited, the process for meeting Federal space needs in 
urban are= shall give first consideration to a central- 
izcd community business area and adjacent areas of 
similar character, including other specific areas which 
may bc recommended by local officials. 

1-104. The process of nleeting Federal space needs in 
urban areas $hall be consistent with the licies of this 
Order and shall include considerntion o the following 
criteria: 

P" 
(a) Compat.ihility of the site with State, reeonnl, or 

local developn~ent, redevelopment or conservation objec- 
tives. 

(bl Chnfornlity wit,h the act.ivities and programs of 
other Federal agencies. 

(c) Irnpact on ccononlic develop~ne;lt and employment 
opportunities in the urban area, including the utiliza- 
tion of human, naburai, culturnl, and colnlnunity ro- 
sources. 

(dl Availability of adequate low and moderate income 
housing for Federal employees and their families on a 
non-discriminatory basis. 

(e) Availability of adequate public transportation and 
parkin and accevvibiiity to the public. 

1-1(18 Procedures for nlcetinp space needs in urban 
areas shall be consistent with the policies of this Order 
and shall include consideration of the following altcrna- - 
tives: 

(a) Avflilahjlity of exivt.irlg Federally controlled hcili- 
ties. 

(hi Utiliziition of buildings of historic, archit.ect.ura1, 
or culbural significance within the rnea~ii~lg of scction 
105 of the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976 
(90 Stat. 2507, 40 U.S.C. 612aj. 

(c! Acquisition or utilization of existing privately 
owned facilities. 

id) Construction of new facilities. 
(el 0pportunit.ies for locating cultural, educatio~~al. 

recreational, or commercial activities within the pro- 
posed facility. 
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1-106. Site selection and space assi lments s h ~ l l  take 
into account the nlanagement n c e h  f' or consolidatioll of 
sgoncieu or activities in common or adjacent Npace in 
order to improve adlrlinistration and management and 
effect economies. 
1-3. Adnrinistrntor of Gerrcrul Services. 

1-201. The Administrator of General Services shall 
develop programs to implement the policies uf  this 
Order. 
1-2 Gcrreral Provision.9. 

1-301. The  head^ of the ~xecutive agencies shall coop- 
erate with the Administrator. in implementing the poli- 
cies of t h i  Order and shall economize on their use of 
space. They shall ensure that the Administrator ia 
pven early notice of new or changing missions or orgn- 
nizational renlignncnta which affect space require- 
ments. 

1-302. Execut.ive agencies which acquire or utilize 
Federally owned or leased space under authority other 
than the Federal Propert and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amendedj shall conform to the provi- 
yions of this Order to the extent they have the author- 
ity to do so. 
1-305, Executive Order No. 11512 of February 27, 

1970 is revoked. 
August 16, 1978 JIMMY CARTER 

% .-* GOVERNMENT WORK SPACE MANAGEMENT 
REFORMS 

Ex. Ord. NO. 12411, M R ~ .  29, 198i) (48 F.R. 19391; 9 CFR). 

By the i~uth(>rity vested in me ;ts President by the 
Co~lstitution and law? of the United States of America, 
including Section 488 of Title 40 of the United S t n h  
Code, in order to institute fundamental changes in the 
manner in which Federal work space is managed to 
ensure its efficient utilization, it is hereby ordered as 
followa: 

S m r o ~  1. In order to Innlie the Federal uae of work 
space (including office space, warehouses and special 
pur ose space, whether federally owned, leased or con- 
trol ! ed) and related furnishings more effective i n  s u p  
port of agency missions, minimize the acquisition of 
govornmcnt resource, and reduce the adxpinistrative 
costs of the Federal government, the heads of all Feder- 
al Executive agencies shall: 

( i t )  h t a b l ~ h  pro rams to reduce the amount of work 
space, used or he1 1 , to that amount which is essential 
for known agency missions; 
(b) Produce and maintain a total inventory of work 

space and related furnishings and declare excess to the 
Administrator of General Services all such holding8 
tllat. are not necessary to satisfy existing or known and 
verified planned programs; 
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costs for work stations and common office (g) GSA is responsible for reviewing an sibility for the costs 
equipment to assist client agencies in devel- agency's delineated area to confirm that, space is as follows: 
oping this information. OPM may be con- where appropriate, there is maximum use of (1) GSA will pay for st 
sulted by client agencies to obtain informa- existing Government-controlled space and the expansion space (set 
tion related to  relocation of personnel. that  established boundaries provide competi- (2) The expanding age 

NOTE: The client agency will be required to tion when acquiring leased space. its t e lec~mmunica t io~~ 
provide GSA a summary of its analysis under (h) The presence of the Federal Govern- requirements. 
paragraph (b). The summary should be of suf- merit in the National Capital Region (NCR) (3) When an expandin( 
ficient depth to enable GSA to clearly under- is Such that the distribution of Federal in- able need for contiguou, 
stand the agency's mission needs and the stallations will continue to  be a major influ- has to displace a neight 
data developed for each economic factor, in- ence in the extent and character of develop panding agency shall pz 
cluding the source for the data. ~t should merit. These policies shall be applied in the costs, the displaced at 
identify locations considered, state the level GSA National Capital Region on the most and replication of the 
of importance of each factor and the impact cost-effective basis, in conjunction with re- ard alterations and 
of each factor upon the conclusions drawn by dona1 policies established by the National cations services". 
the agency in reaching its location decision. Capital Planning Commission and consistent (C) Consolidation. I t  is 
If required by GSA. the client agency shall with the general purposes of the National and GSA policy to conti 
provide more detailed documentation of its Capital Planning Act of 1959 (66 Stat. 781). as portunities for consolj, 
evaluation for OMB and Members of Con- amended. These policies shall guide the de- tions into one location. , 

velopment of strategic plans for the housing economic analysis tha 

(C) GSA Shall survey agencies, mission, of Federal agencies within the National Cap- cost effectiveness of cc 

housing, and location requirements in a com- Region. maximum extent pract 

munity and include these considerations in (i) with the policies cited in solidation shall be planl 

community-based policies and plans. These Paragraphs (a), (c). (d) and (e) above, the use lease expiration in orde 

plans shall provide for the location of feder- of buildings of historic architectural, or cul- minimum and reduce : 

ally-owned and leased facilities, and other tural significance within the meaning of sec- agencies. When an age* 
in real property including pur- tion 105 of the Public Buildings Cooperative GSA-directed, GSA will 

chases. a t  locations which represent the best Act Of 1976 Stat. 2505) be consid- 
brations, abOve-standar 

overall value to the G~~~~~~~~~ consistent ered as alternative sources for meeting Fed- ing Costs and like telecc 
era1 space needs. ice. Consolidations incl, 

with agency requirements. multiple agency relocati 
(d) Whenever practicable and cost-effec- 

tive, GSA will consolidate elements of the 0101-17m Move fty. They may involve t~ 
federally owned or lease 

same agency or multiple agencies in order to The situations which cause an agency to struction or acquisitio, achieve the economic and programmatic move and the responsibility for the reloca-, owned or leased space 
benefits of consolidation. tion costs are indicated below. GSA is r e  agencies. Where agenci, 

(e) GSA will consult with local officials sponsible for determining the most benb consolidated facilities ar, 
and other appropriate Government officials ficial alternative course of action in each leased location, 
and consider their recommendations for, and situation. (See 5 101-17.101(i)(2) for a discus- tion" funding responsibil 
review of. general areas of possible space or sion of the telecommunications policy for. 
site acquisition. GSA will advise local offi- GSA moves.) 

Move situation 

areas are within the centralized community ard alterations and telecommunication4' ' 

business areas (CBAs) and adjacent areas of When suitable federally owned or leased 

tify CBAs. Each GSA regional office will pro- the expansion requirement a t  a new 
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libflitY for the  costs of providing expansion matrix under Roman numeral "I" below 
apply. Where a relocation is  not  related t o  a 

lng costs and like telecommunications serv- (e) Repair and alteration relocations. When 
ltive sources for meeting Fed- ice. Consolidations include both single and a n  agency is  displaced by Construction ac- 
:s. multiple agency relocations to a single facil- tivities in i t s  assigned space resulting from a 

ove policy. ity. They may involve the  backfill of vacant GSA repair and alteration project. GSA will 

agencies. Where agencies moving to such communications service. 
letermining the most benb consolidated facilities are  relocating from an A summary of relocation situations and 
ve course of action in each expiring leased location, t he  "Lease Expira- identification of the  responsible party 
8101-17.101(i)(2) for a discus. tion" funding responsibilities outlined in the  (GASA or agency) is a s  follows: 

lecommunications policy for 
Standard aHer- Existlng above Moving costs Telecornrnuni- Move situations atims standard cations ' 

: leased space. Generally, tMs 11. A w n q  Expansion: 
in 18-24 months prior to  lease 1. Avail Contiguous .................................................... GSA .................. Agency GSA Agency ........... ............... 
earlier for prospectus level 2. UnavailContiguous ............................................ GSA .................. Agency ........... GSA ............... Agency 

............................................. .................. ........ ............... , agencies have time to budg- 3. Splk Assignment GSA Agency GSA Agency 
4. Displaced an Agency: associated with above-stand- 

and telecommunications. ............................................. .................. .......... .......... A. Expanding Agency GSA ExpAgc ExpAgc ExpAgc 
............................................ .................. ......... .......... federally owned or leased B. Displaced Agency GSA ExpAge ExpAge ExpAge 

111. Consolidations: 
ble to  replace an  expiring Agency Initiated GSA Agency GSA Agency ........................................................ .................. . . .  .............. 
such space will be utilized in GSAlnitiated GSA GSA GSA GSA .......................................................... ................. . . . . . .  ............. 
: alternative replacement IV. Emergency ................................................................ GSA .................. GSA . . . . . . . . .  GSA ........... GSA 
the "lease expiration" fund- V.RepairlAHerations ....................................................... GSA .................. GSA ............. GSA ............. GSA 
.ies outlined in the  matrix ' Effective O d d e r  1. 1991. 
meral "I" below will apply. 
gunsion. New requirements 
e need for additional space. NOTE: Agencies shall be respon-ible for support to  assist agencies in the techniques 
ded a t  t he  existing location funding all above-standard alterations and of preparing budget estimates. pansion space, a t  a new 10- ~lecommunications not currently provided 
ing the  existing assignment in their existing location. 0 101-17.207 Applications of socioeconomic 
luirement, or by relocating considerations. 
nment  and collocating with (f) Preparation of agency budget estimates. 
uirement a t  a new location. GSA will give agencies sufficient advance When actions are proposed to accomplish 

:xpansion space shall be notice of lease expiration (18-24 to the reassignment 01, utilization of space 
~c ide  with lease expiration allow them time t o  budget for the  of through the reloca:,~<~n of an existing major 
extent practicable. Respan- Potential moves. GSA will provide technical work force, the ::..:, ':I, on employees with 



i PART 101-1 8-ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY 

Sec. 
101-18.000 Scope of part 
101-18.001 Authority. 

Subpart 101-1 8.1 -Acquisfilon by Lease 

101-18.100 Basic policy. 
101-18.101 Acquisition by GSA.  
101-18.102 Acquisition by other agencies. 
101-18.103 Agency cooperation. 
131--18.104 Delegation of lea$in< authority 
101-18 104-1 Limitations on the u8e of rleie- 

gated authority. 
101-18.104-2 Categorical space delegxtions. 
101-18.104-3 Agency special purpose spacc? 

delegations. 
101-18.105 Contingent fees and related proce- 

dure. 
101-18.106 Application of socioeconomic con- 

siderations. 

Subport 10 1-1 8.2-Acquisition by Purchase 
or Condemnation 

101-18.200 Purpose. 
101-18.201 Basic acquisition policy. 
101-18.202 Expenses incidental to transfer 
101-18.203 Litigation expenses. 

opment  Act  of 1972, as amended, h b  
L. 92-419, 86 Stat. 657 (42 U.S.C. 3122): 
t h e  Fa i r  Housing Act, as amended' 
p u b .  L. 90-284. 82 S t a t .  81 (42 U.S.C. 360i 
et seq.);  Reorganization P l a n  No. 18 of 
1950, 15 FR 3177, 64 S t a t .  1270 (40 U.S,C, 
490 note) ;  Executive Order 12072, 43 p~ 
36869 (40 U.S.C. 490 note); and OMB cir. 
cu la r  A-95 (41 FR 2052). 

subport i 0 i -1 8.1 Acquisition by 
Lease 

SOURCE: 511 FH. 40592. July 29. 1993. unless 
otherwise noted. 

(5 101-18.100 Basic policy. 
(a )  GSA will lease privately owned 

land and building space only when 
needs cannot  be sat isfactor i ly  met in 
Government-controlled space and: 

(1) Leasing proves t o  be more advan- 
tageous t h a n  t h e  con~truCtiOn Of a new 
or  al terat ion of a n  existing Federal 
building; 

(2) New construct ion or  alteration is 
n o t  warranted because requirements in  
t h e  communi ty  a r e  insufficient or in- 
definite in  scope or  durat ion;  o r  

AVTHOFUTY: 40 U.S.C. 486(c), sec. 1-201(b). 
(3) of a new building 

E.O. 12072. 43 FR 36869. within a reasonable t i m e  cannot  be en- 
SOURCE: 39 FR 23202. June '27. 1974. unless sured. 

otherwise noted. (b) Available m a c e  in buildings under 

8 101-18.000 Scope of part. 
This  p a r t  prescribes policies and pro- 

cedures governing acquisition of inter-  
es t s  in  real property. 

[58 FR 40592. July 29. 19931 

5 101-18.001 Authority. 
T h i s  p a r t  implements  applicable pro- 

visions of t h e  Federal Proper ty  and Ad- 
minis trat ive Services Act of 1949, as 
amended,  63 S t a t .  377 (40 U.S.C. 471 et 
seq.); t h e  Act of August 27. 1935, as 
amended,  49 S t a t .  886 (40 U.S.C. 304~) ;  
t h e  Public Buildings Act of 1959, as 
amended,  Pub. L. 8G249, 73 S t a t .  479 (40 
U.S.C. 601-615); the  Public Buildings 
Cooperative Use Act of 1976, Pub .  L. 9 4  
541, 90 S t a t .  2505; the  Uniform Reloca- 
tion Assistance afid Real Property Ac- 
quisition Policies -4ct of 1970, Pub. L. 
91446. 84 S t a t .  1894; t h e  Federal Urban 
Land-Use Act. Pub .  L. 9G57'1. 82 S t a t .  
1104 (40 U .S .C .  531-535); t h e  Rurai  Devei- 

the  'custody a n d  control  of t h e  United 
S t a t e s  Postal  Service (USPS) will be 
given prior i ty  consideration in fulfill- 
ing  Federal agency space needs. 

(c) Acquisition of space by lease will 
be on t h e  basis mos t  favorable to the 
Government, wi th  due consideration to 
maintenance and operational effi- 
ciency, and only at charges consistent 
wi th  prevailing scales for comparable 
facilities in  the  community.  

(d)  Acquisition of space by lease will 
be by negotiation except where the 
sealed bid procedure i s  required by 41 
U.S.C. 253(a). Except a s  otherwise Pro- 
vided in 41 U.S.C. 253, full  and open 
competi t ion will be obtained among 
sui table  available locations meeting 
min imum Government requirements. 

(e) When acquiring space by lease. 
t h e  provisions of 5 101-17.205 regarding 
determinat ion of the location of Fed- 
eral  facilities shall be s t r i c t ly  adhered 
to. 

(0 When acquir ing space by  lease, t 
of sect ion 110(a) of t h e  N 

tfonal Historic Preservat ion ~ c t  of 19 
(16 U.S.C. 4701, as amended,  regardil 
the use of his tor ic  properties shall 
Bt r ic t l~  adhered to. 

!101-18.101 Acquisition by G S k  
(a) GSA will perform a l l  funct ions , 

leasing building space, a n d  land inc 
dental thereto,  for Federal agencies e. 
cept as provided i n  th i s  subpart .  

(b) Officials o r  e m ~ l o y e e s  of agencit 
for which GSA will acquire  lease 
space shall a t  no t ime,  before o r  aftc 
a space request  is  submi t ted  t o  GSA ( 

after a lease agreement  i s  made, d, 
rectlY or  indirect ly  c o n t a c t  lessor: 
offerors, o r  Potent ial  offerors for th  
purpose of m a k i n g  oral  o r  wr i t t en  rey 
resentation or  c o m m i t m e n t s  o r  agree 
ments with respect t o  t h e  t e r m s  of oc 
cupancy of Part icular  space,  t e n a n t  irr; 
provements, a l t e ra t ions  a n d  repairs,  o 
payment for  overt ime services, unles 
authorized by t h e  Director  of the  Rea 
Estate Division i n  t h e  responsible G S f  
regional office o r  faci l i ty  support  ten 
ter. 

~101~18.102 Acquisition by other agen 
cles. 

(a) Acquisitions of leased space b j  
agencies possessing independent  s t a t u .  
tory au thor i ty  t o  acquire  such spact 
are not  subject  t o  GSA approval o r  au-  
thority. 

(b) Upon request ,  GSA will perform, 
on a reimbursable basis, a l l  functions 
of leasing building space. and  land inci- 
dental thereto,  fo r  Federal  agencies 
Possessing independent leasing au thor -  
ity. (c) GSA reserves t h e  r i g h t  t o  accep t  

or reject reimbursable leasing service 
requests on  a case-by-case basis. 

0 101-18.103 Agency cooperation. 
The heads of execut ive agencies 

ahall: 
(a) Cooperate with and  ass i s t  t h e  Ad- 

ministrator of General  Services  i n  c a r -  
wing ou t  his  responsibilities respect- 
lng office buildings a n d  space; 

(b) Take  measures  t o  give GSA ear ly  
notice of new o r  changing  space re- 
quirements; 

(c) Seek t o  economize t h e i r  require- 
ments for space; and  
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t of 1972, as amended, Pub. (0 When acquiring space by lease, the (d) Continuously review their needs 
16 Sta t .  657 (42 U.S.C. 3122); Provisions of section 110(a) of the Na- for space in and near the District of Co- 
Housing Act, as amended, tional Historic Preservation Act of 1966 lumbia, taking into account the fea- 
284. 82 Sta t .  81 (42 U.S.C. 3601 (16 U.S.C. 470). a s  amended, regarding sibility of decentralizing services or ac- 
!organization Plan No. 18 of the use of historic properties shall be tivities which can be carried on else- 
3177, 64 Sta t .  1270 (40 U.S.C. strictly adhered to. where without excessive costs or sig- 

Executive Order 12072, 43 FR nificant loss of efficiency. 
.S.C. 490 note); and OMB Cir- 
(41 FR 2052). 

leasing building space, and land inci- 
July 29, 19931 dental thereto, for Federal agencies ex- (a) Agencies are  authorized to per- 

form for themselves all functions with cept as provided in this subpart. 
101-1 8.1 Acquisition by (b) Officials or employees of agencies respect to the acquisition of leased 

Leas9 for which GSA will acquire leased space in buildings and land incidental 
space shall a t  no time, before or after thereto when the following conditions 

8 FR 40592. J u l y  29. 1993. unless a space request is submitted to GSA or are met: 
oted. after a lease agreement is made, di- (1) The space may be leased for no 

0 Basic policy. rectly or indirectly contact lessors, rental. or for a nominal consideration 
offerors, or potential offerors for the of $1.00 per annum, and shall be limited 

will lease privately owned purpose of making oral or written r e g  to terms not to exceed one (1) year; 
building space only when resentation or commitments or agree- (2) Authority has been requested by 

not be satisfactorily met in ments with respect to the terms of oc- an  executive agency and a specific del- 
nt-controlled space and: cupancy of particular space, tenant im- egation has been granted by the Ad- 
ng proves to be more advan- provements, alterations and repairs, or ministrator of General Services; 
ian the construction of a new Payment for overtime services, unless (3) A categorical delegation has been 
,ion of an  existing Federal authorized by the Director of the Real granted by the Administrator of Gen- 

Estate Division in the responsible GSA eral Services for space to accommodate 
construction or alteration i 8  regional office or facility support cen- particular types of agency activities, 
nted because requirements in such as military recruiting offices or 
unity are insufficient or in- space for certain county level agricul- 
scope or duration; or 0101718.102 Acquisition by other Wen-  tural activities. A listing of categorical 

.pletion of a new building delegations is found a t  5 101-18.104-2; or 
easonable time cannot be en- 

occupy such space and is not generally 

.1 agency space needs. 

ing action as shown in $101-17.4801. 
GSA's approval shall be based upon a 

a). Except as otht?ru7ise pro- 

Commerce, and Defense may lease 

I n7 



+ urban center. S u c h  l e a s e s  shall b e  f o r  naltlmore l;Ounty. CmGwIIVYI-. - -  
terms not to  e x c e e d  f i v e  (5) y e a r s .  A 

~ ~ , " ~ d ~ ~ ~ & ,  
m i l t o n  County, TN. 

l i s t  of  u r b a n  centers fo l lows .  walker County, GA. 
Baton Rough. LA: meyenne. WY: 

LIST OF URBAN CENTERS E a s t  Baton Rouge Parish. $ ~ l ~ ~ u n t y ~  
Bat t le  Creek. MI: 

Aberdeen, SD: Calhoun County. cook county.  
Brown County. Bay City. MI: D~ page County. Abil: Bay County. Kane county.  
Jones  County. Beaumont-Port Arthur,  T x :  u k e  County. 
Taylor  County. Jefferson County. McHeIWY County. Akron. OH: Orange County. will county. Por tage  County. Billings. MT: Cincinnati. OH-KY-IN: 
S u m m i t  County. Yellowstone County. clermont County, OH. Alaska: Binghampton. NY-PA: ~ a m i l t o n  County, OH. The  en t i re  S ta te .  

Broome County, NY. warren County, OH. Albany. GA: 
Tioga County. NY. ~ o o n e  County, KY. Dougherty County. 
Susquehanna County, PA. c m p b e l l  County. KY. Albany, IL: 

Birmingham, AL: Kenton County, KY. Whiteside County. Jefferson County. Dearborn County. IN. Albany, OR: 
Bismarck. ND:  levela and. OH: Linn County. 

Burleigh County. cuyahoga County. Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY: 
Boise, ID: Geauga County. Albany County. 

Ada County. Lake County. Rensselaer County. 
Boston, MA: Medina County. Sara toga  County. 

Schenectady County. Essex County. clinton, OK: 
Middlesex County. Custer County. Albuquerque, NM: 

Bernalillo County. Norfolk County. Cody. wy: 
Plymouth  County. Park County. Alexandria. LA: 

Rapides Parish.  Suffolk County. Colorado Springs, CO: 
Bridgeport, CT: El Paso County. Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ: 

Lehigh County, PA. Fairfield County. Columbia, MO: 
New Haven County. Boone County. Northampton County. PA. 

Brockton. MA: Columbia, SC: Warren. NJ. 
Altoona. PA: Bristol County. Lexington County. 

Blair County. Norfolk County. Rlchland County. 
Amarillo. TX: P lymouth  County. Columbus, GA-AL: 

P o t t e r  County. Brownsville-Harllngen-San Benito, TX: Chattahoochee County, GA. 
Randall  County. Cameron County. Muscogee County. GA. 

Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove. CA: Buffalo. NY: Russell County. AL. 
Orange County. Er ie  County. Columbus, OH: 

Ann Arbor, MI: Niagara County. Delaware County. 
Washtenaw County. Burlington. W: Franklin County. 

Asheville. NC: Chit tenden County. Pickaway County. 
Buncombe County. Butte.  MT: Concord, NH: 

Athens. GA: Silver  Bow County. Merrimack County. 
Clarke County. Calexico-El Centro, CA: Corpus Christi. Tx: 

Atlanta.  GA: Imperial  County. Nueces County. 
Clayton County. Canton. OH: Dallas, TX: 
Cobb County. S t a r k  County. Collin County. 
De Kalb County. Casper, WY: Dallas County. 
Ful ton  County. Narrona County. Denton County. 
Gwinnett  County. Cedar Rapids. LA: Ellis County. 

At lan t ic  City,  NJ: Linn County. D a v e n ~ o r t - ~ ~ ~ k  Island-Moljne, IA-LL: 
Atlan t ic  County. Champaign-Urbana, IL: Scott County, LA. 

Augusta. GA-SC: Champaign County. Henry county ,  IL. 
Richmond County. GA. Charleston. SC: Rock Island County, IL. 
Aiken County. SC. Berkeley County. Dayton, OH: 

Augusta. ME: Charleston, County. Greene County. 
Kennebec County. Charleston, WV: Miami County. 

Austin. TX: Kanawha County. Montgomery County. 
Trav is  County. Charlot te ,  NC: Preble County. 

Bakersfield, CA: Mecklenburg County. Decatur, IL: 
Kern County. Union County. Macon county.  

Balt imore,  MD: Charlottesville, VA: Denver, CO: 
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SPACE REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS OCCUPANCY AND REQUIREMENT (Fy 9 5 )  

QFY 95 OCCUPANCY 

TENNANTS 
CREDIT UNION 
DEF. PRINT. SVCS. 
DTIC 

TOTAL 
Dm Xk4.G. '%J'cS 

BPECIAL SPACE 
EC/EDI 
CMDR'S BATH ROOM 
HEALTH UNIT 
CAFETERIA 
ADP 
EPBX 
VIDEO TELECONF. 
CMDR'S CONFER. RM 
CCC 

TOTAL 

F Y  9 5  FY 96 DLA FY9 6 
OREQMT REQMT RRECOMMD CCOMMENTS 

SUPPORT SPACE 
CMDR'S UTIL. RM 116 
CONF./TRNG RMB 27 64 
MAIL ROOM 1054 
CONF. ROOMS 57 6 
AUDIO VISUAL 252 
GRAPHICS 1238 

TOTAL ( factor)  ( 6 0 0 0 )  

1200 
o * (Reqmt exints) 

6 6 0  
2083** (+I. 12 factor) 

0 * (Req at DLA) 
0 * (Not in DLAls) 

560 
2500 
5000 

0 ( N o t  in DLA's) 
1650 

0 (Not in DLA1s) 
1000 

11952** (+1.12 factor) 

116 
2224 
800 
576 
252 
400 

( 6 0 0 0 )  ( 4 3 6 8 )  ( 4 3 6 8 )  ( i n c l .  in 
people space) 

PEOPLE SPACE 42404 42404 40768 40768 

TOTAL 6 4 9 9 3  6 4 9 9 3  5 9 4 7 8  54803 

EXCESS SPACE 19959 0 0 0 

TOTAL OCCUPANCY 8 4 9 5 2  64993 5 9 4 7 8  5 4 8 0 3  + 4 5 6 3  s q f t  

-I- 7 0 -  - t4L+ - 7 t 4  I T  
b s w  (Ds-qov 39 



SPACE REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS OCCUPANCY AND REQUIREMENT (PY 9 5 )  

FY 95 FY 96 DLA F Y 9 6  
I,~FY 9 5  OCCUPANCY OREQMT 6) REQMT O R E C O W  OCOMMENTS 

TENNANTS 
CREDIT UNION 1900 
D E F .  PRINT. SVCG. 7 9 3  
DTIC 8 6 9  

TOTAL 3 5 6 2  

SPECIAL SPACE 
E C / E D I  
CMDR'S BATH ROOM 
HEALTH UNIT 
CAFETERIA 
ADP 
EPBX 
V l  DEO TELECONF. 
C M D R ' S  CONFER. RM 
CCC 

TOTAL 

SUPPORT SPACE 
CMDR'S U T I L .  RM 116 
CONY. /TRNO RMS 2764 
MAIL ROOM 10 5 4 
CONP. ROOMS 5 7 6  
A U D I O  VISUAL 2 52 
GRAPHICS 1238 

TOTAL (factor) (6000) 

1200 
0 * ( R e q m t  exists) 

660 
3562 3562 2083** (+I. 12 factor) 

0 * (Req at DLA) 
0 * ( N o t  in DLAts) 

560 
2500 
5000 
0 ( N o t  in DLAt8) 

1650 
0 ( N o t  in DLA's) 

1000 
11952** (+I, 12 factor) 

116 
2224 
800 
576 
2 52 
400 

(6000) (4368) (4368) (incl. in 
people space) 

PEOPLE SPACE 42404 42404 40768 40768 

TOTAL 64993 64993 59478 54803 

EXCESS SPACE 19959 0 0 0 

TOTAL OCCUPANCY 8 4 9 5 2  6 4 9 9 3  59478  54803 +4563 ~ q f t  

C,PllONAL FORM W : I - ' d ,  



DCMDW SPACE REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

1. FACTORS: 

a. DCMDW currently occupies 64,993 sq ft of space (floors 2, 3, 9, lo, 11). 

b. Excess space on the fourth floor t 19,959 sq ft. 

c. DCMDW8s AOB for FY 95 is 3 4 8  civilian positions and 13 military. 

d. DCMDWSs AOB (less 49 mission positions) is 299 of which 31 HQ staff 
positions are off-site. 

e .  DCMDW has 301 positions to house at the HQ site; 268 authorized staff 
positions; 20 mission positions and 13 military positions. 

f .  Net useable space includes people and administrative support space. 

(3 The Navy formula (used by D m )  was applied: 130 sq ft per authorized 
position multipl-ied by 1.12 (factor). 

h. ~djusted DLA analysis for 318 people to support our FY 96 requirements 
of 280 positions on-site. 

i. Adjusted additional special space requirements identified by DCMDW-F. 

2 .  ASSUMPTIONS: 

a. DCMUW will remain at its current location throughout FY 9 5 .  

b. The excess space identified will be turned in to GSA immediately upon 
approval by DLA. 

c. DCMDW1s current configuration of office, support, and special space 
will remain intact as identified for FY 95, unless a significant 
change ( 5 )  occur. 

d. DCMDW will meet DLAms reduction plan of 238 positions to be housed 
0n-3ite at the HQ by FY 98. 

e. The 7% reduction plan was applied to the HQ staff positions for FYs 
96, and 97; .035 was applied for FY 98 to accommodate positions for 
DCMDS. The HQ FY 95 authorized staff positions (299) were used as the 
base for determining the outyears requirements: FY 96 = 2 7 8 ;  
FY 97 = 2 5 8 ;  FY 9 8  = 2 4 9 .  

f. DCMDW will absorb DCMDS portions with no additional positions. 

3. METHODOLOGY used to determine the RQ site space requirements: 



a. HQ staff authorized positions + RQ mission positions housed on-site 

b.  S p e c i a l  space requirements sq  it recommended by DLA. 

c. Authorized positions X 130 sq ft x 1.12 factor = net useable o f f i c e  
and space and support space. 

d .  Backed appropriate support space from total n e t  u s e a b l e  office space. 









DCMC DISTRICTS - 1990 
6 Districts 

INTERNATIONAL NORTH CENTRAL NORTHEASTERN 
8 CAOs 22 CAOs 27 CAOs 
2.5K CONTRACTS 61 K CONTRACTS 109K CONTRACTS 
$2.28 VALUE $1 378 VALUE $1348 VALUE 
505 PERSONNEL 3391 PERSONNEL 3639 PERSONNEL 
575 CONTRACTORS 4084 CONTRACTORS 521 7 CONTRACTORS 

MID-ATLANTIC 

130K CONTRACTS 
$1 078 VALUE 
3633 PERSONNEL 
8439 CONTRACTORS 

28 CAOs 
91 K CONTRACTS 
$2378 VALUE 
51 94 PERSONNEL 
5986 CONTRACTORS 67K CONTRACTS 

$1 388 VALUE 
3320 PERSONNEL 
4493 CONTRACTORS 





Defense Contract Management 
District West - June 94 

HONEYWELUALLIANT, 
BOEING SEATLE TECH SYSTEMS, /anwa 

MINNEAPOLIS , 

THIOKOL, BRIGHAM CITY 

LOCKHEED, SUNNYVALE 
UNITED DEFENSE, SAN JO 

UNITED DEFENSE, 

ROCKWELL, CANOGA PARK 
McDONNELL DOUGLAS, LB 
HUGHES, LOS ANGELES 
NORTHROP, PIC0 RNERA 
TRW, REDONDO BEACH 
McDONNELL DOUGLAS, HB 

McDONNELL DOUG., 

HUGHES, FULLER 
ST. LOUIS - PPgo; -Fff 

BOEING, WICHITA 

McDONNELL DOUG MARTIN MARIETTA, 
HUGHES, TUCSON 

ALASKA CHICAGO, IL SAN DIEGO, CA ST. LOUIS, MO 
DENVER, CO SAN FRANCISCO, CA TWIN CITIES, MN 
E L  SEGUNDO, CA SANTA ANA, CA VAN NUYS, CA 
MILWAUKEE, WI SEATTLE, WA WICHITA, KS 
PHOENIX, AZ 









DCMDW Top Ten Programs ($B) 

PROGRAM 
C-17 
TITAN 
B-1 B 
F-18 
AMRAAM 
TOMAHAWK 
DSPISATELLITE 
DSP/SENSORS 
LONGBOW/APACHE 
NMDS 



a 

DCMDW 
Downsizing Environment 
- Budget 
- Employees 
- Federal Bureaucracy 

Encourages Innovation 
- New Organization Structures 

- Multi-Functional Teams 
- Empowered 

I 

I - Customer Focused 



* 

- 

DCMDW (cont.) 
I New Operating Attitudes 

- Teaming with Customers and Contractors 
- Process Champions and Facilitators 
- Reinvention Labs 

I New Competitive Culture 
I - Stating Performance Requirements 
I - Integrating Requirements - Budget 

- Measuring Results 
- Recognizing Success 
- Improving Processes and Results 





Multi-Functional Team. . - 

1 - 
p c - dfl;nis*- cfi4rP.L~ 

Administrative Contracting Officer-- cOtr+rd NwL-4 
r a  

I Program Integrator - fh ,-;, . @ML - 
I 

Quality Assurance 
Engineer (Hardware / Software) 
Property / Transportation / Plant Clearance 



Storefront AOs and DPROs 
e Consolidated / Disestablished 

9 0 - 9 4  12DPROs 
3 DCMAOS - ) , ~ ~ h \ d ~ ~ \  

d95 4 DPROs Pending- 
@ Span of Control 

%.f 94 6:l 
95 15:l 

e Savings - More to Come ~ 4 18 High Grade Positions 
(GS-15 & 14s) Eliminated In Field 

+ 6 High Grade Positions 
Eliminated at HQtrs 



DISTRICTS - WHERE MISMATCHES FIT TOGETHER 
THE NATURE OF DISTRICTS - TWO DIRECT CUSTOMERS 

"Get us positioned properly "Assure, facilitate and "Deliver the best service our 
and get us paid." leverage CAO performance" people and systems are 

capbable of." 

* POLITICAL 
L 
E 
X 

* OPERATIONAL 

* LONG TERM 
I 
B * SHORT TERM 
I 

* VISION &. RESOURCES L 
I * SERVICE DELIVERY 
T 
Y * POLICY INITIATIVES + * OPERATING INITIATIVES 

4 ASSURANCE 
FACILITATE 





Human Resource Reorganization 

* From Functional Organization to Regional Multifunctional Teams 
* One Stop Shop 
* Span of Control from 1 :8 to 1 :15 
* Servicing Ratio from 1 :70 to 1 :100-9nt. I . & ~ I -  r ,  % f' 





Imaging OfTicial Personnel 
Folders 

rt Paperless OPF 
rt Document ConversionIScanning 

./ Approx. 1.5 Million Pages 

./ October 1994 - February 1995 
I 

E J ~  Standard Indexing 
I 

I 

o Verification: OPM Requirement Beginning 
I Mid-Octo ber 

r, On-Line Retrieval 
Accessible Immediate1 y for Human Resources 
Viewing Stations at AOs & DPROs 



Automated SF 52 

o PARS Starting Point 
Enhancements 
4 Linked to DBMS (APCAPS) Database update 
4 Complete Automated Workflow to Imaged OPF 
Prototype System Development 

a, Uses Existing Automation Architecture 
@ Implementation Status 

+J 24 Sites Completed 
Remaining Sites Coincide With Novell 
Implementation 



Performance Labor Accounting System 
Software Development Cycle 

Traditional Approach 
4 Define Requirements 
4 Design Program 

5-7 YEARS 
4 Code Program 
4 Test Program 
4 Deploy Program 

PLAS Approach 
* Integrated Team 
+ In-House Programmer 
* Concurrent Development1 

Codi ng/Test 
*- Large Scale User Testing 

.- 

+ Iterative Design Process 



Integrated Management 
Process 

o Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) 

+J Unit Self Assessment 

r, Labor Management Relations Committee (LMRC) 

cr Career Tracks 

i, Team Awards 



VSIP / VERA 

Including 183 VERAs 

4 Bottom Line: 
Reduce Workforce 
Without RIF or Mission 
Failure 





Performance Auditing 

cr Unit Self Assessment (USA) 
4 Perform Annually 
4 DCMDW Executive Leadership 

participated in Staff USA 
./ Oct Workshop 
- Produce Reference Document with 

Best Practice 



Support of Command 
Initiatives 

e Federal Contract Administration Services (FEDCAS) 

B Early Contract Administration Services (ECAS) 

Activity Based Costing (ABC) -- PLAS,,. P 
qJoc ckd~ 

' v r ,  

Expiring Funds 

@ Contract Closeout 

B Contractor Overhead Strategy 





STATE 

Comparison of DoD 
Expenditures ($B) 

PRIME 

California 
Massachusetts 
Georgia 
U.S. Total 

PAYROLL CONTRACTS 





BRAC 95 Redirection 
I Absorb a Portion of DCMD South 
I Relocate to Government Facility 

Relocate to Least Cost Commercial Facility 
7 

I 
Purc 

I 
I 

I 

Advantages 
- Broader Range of Options for Relocation 
- Ability to Negotiate When Rates are Low 



BRAC Decisions and Impact 





23 May 95 

Mar*lyn, 
Sorry this took 60 long, but someone had walked out with the l i ~ t  after 

the briefing by Col Watts and it did not appear until after you had departed. 
Doris left on vacation today and no one knew where she had put it. Luckily, 
the secretxry hunted it; down. 

J have typed the list so it: Is easier to read and have attached a copy of 
the original list also. 

Doris Gciara 
Mary Whitlock 
Chester Orndorf f 
Buddy Guidi  
CDR Lee Bandlow 
Eve Williams 
Phyllis Patrick 
MAlcdlm DcAn 
Col Lloyd Watts, Jr 
Marilyn Wasleski 
Michael Veaeau 
Roy Robinson 
Col. Gary Boylan 
Robert Murphy 
J. R. Tarr 
Jmes L.  Bauer 
Edward L, Corley 
Craig Satterlee 
Brian Noyes 
John Watriron 
Fred Aiken 
Don Beaver 

DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD Sooth 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCbD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMO South 
U.S .  Senator Sam Nunn 
DPRO Lockheed 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
DCMD South 
Cobb County HAhit~t for Humanity 
U.S. Genator Paul Coverdell 
U.S. Congrt~6mnn Bob Barr 
U,S ,  Congreseman Newt Gingrich 
Cobb County Dir. of Economic Dev. 

Govel-nor's Milit~ry Advisory Coullcil 

1 don't know if you are interested in the names of the spenkero not identified 
by name in the program. hut I have taken the liberty of adding them here ~ince 
sonie of them did not arrive f o r  t h e  District presentation, 

Susan Naum 
Connie Kirk 
Jeff McClellan 

American Red Cross 
Tommy Nobis Center 
Tommy Nohis Center 

Again, 1 want to chmk you so much for taking the time to come to our 
District and giving the bolmunity an opportunity to provide input to the 
e v a l u ~ t i o n  process. I know t h a t  those of us who participated in the 
presel~tation certainly appreciate it. We intend to contact Sen. Nunn'8 office 
with a request that he investigate the possibility of community input on our 
hsh~lf at ths 9 June hearing in Atlanta. If I cws be o f  any service to you, 
please call  me on (404 )  590-6418. 

TERRY JANSEN 





DISTRICT SOUTH 
OFFICE OF INTERNAL REVIEW 

NO. O f  PAGES linc/uding co ver page) 

ORGA NlZA TION: 

I 
PHONE: (DSffI- C O W  67&/- L~&-oTA./ 

FAX: IDSW- COMM. &3)- 647-4 - 055d 
- .  

FROM: POSITION: 

COMM. (4041- <@F &S(@ 









Defense Logistics Agency 





















DCMDS DAES Programs 



DCMDS MAJOR PROGRAMS 

AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 
0 2 2  Advanced Tactical Figh~er iATF) 
F16 Fighter Aircraft 
C-13OJ Cargo Transport Upgrade 
C-130H Cargo Transport 
JSTARS Joint Surveillance and Targer; Attack Radar System (Aircraft) 
OH58D AHIP Advanced Helicopter Improvement Program 
LANT I RN Low Altitude Navigation and Targeting System Infra-Red Night 
LONGBOW FCR Longbow Fire Control Radar 
V2 2 Joint Advanced Vertical Aircraft Tilt Rotor 
AWACS RSIP Airborne Warning and Control System, Radar System Improvement 

Program 

MISSILES 
JAVELIN 
HARM 
JSOW 
ATACMS 
MLRS 
HELLFIRE 
SM-2 
LONGBOW 
PATRIOT 
JDAM 
AVENGER 

C3 SYSTEMS 
MILSTAR 

SMART - T 
SINCGARS 
NAVSTAR 
SBIS 
CMU 
CASS 
RCAS 
CEC 

Advanced Anti-Tank Weapon System - Medium 
High Speed Anti-Radiation Missile 
,Joint Stand-Of f Weapons 
Army Tactical Missile System 
Multiple Launch Kocket System 
Laser Hellfire System Air to Ground 
Standard Surface to Air Missile 
Hellfire Missile System Compatible with Longbow Fire Control 
Patriot PAC-3 Long Range Missile Improvement Program 
Joint Direct Attack Munitions 
Forward Air Defense System 

Military Strategic/Tactical and Relay Satellite Communications 
System 

Secure Mobile Anti-Jam Reliable Tactical System - Terminal 
Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System 
Global Positioning System 
Sustained Base Information System 
Cheyenne Mountain Upgrade 
Consolidated Automated Support System 
Reserve Component Automation Svstem 
Cooperative Engagement Capability 

TORPEDOES 
MK-48 ADCAPS Advanced Capability Torpedo System 

SURVEILLANCE 
FDS Fixed Distribution System, Anti-Submarine Warfare Surveillance 

Sys tem 
WHEELED VEHICLES 
FMTV Family Medium Tactical Vehicles 







--- 

Obligated Value Of Contracts 
DCMDS 



Total Unliquidated Obligation 



DCMD South 

Allocation Obligations Oblig 

Labor $1 74,069 $86,317 49.6% 

NonLabor $29,965 $1 8,989 63.4% 

PCS $3,535 $2,273 64.3% 

Total $207,569 $1 07,579 51.8% 



DCMD South - General Profile 

* DCMAOs 
(7) 

** DPROs 

HQs 

AES 



FY89 - 1 924 DCASR ATLANTA (1 30 DFAS) 

FY90 -3815 DCMDS(133DFAS+290TMO) 

FY91 - 3298 
FY92 - 3255 
FY93 = 2975 
FY94 = 3361 POST BRAC 93 

APR 95- 331 6 



Mission of DCMDS Headquarters 



DCMDS Vision 





DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 



DCMD South 





Process Oriented Contract 









"Early CAS" Involvement 





Business Strategy 
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